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ABSTRACT 
Educational Leadership is inherent of many qualities.  Individuals who 
possess leadership stand apart from the mainstream population in general society 
and in any organization, thus they are change agents who influence others by their 
uniqueness and dynamism. The art of leadership is challenging, but meaningful, 
and purposeful as the focus is implementation of consistent affective and effective 
practices at all levels to assure achievable outcomes no matter the organization 
type. A leader's calling is rewarding and the journey is that of making and 
sustaining change through influence. The purpose of this study centered on the 
relationship factor of educational leadership especially the dynamics between the 
principal and the teacher and what constructs affect this relationship to affect 
principal effectiveness. The methodology employed a quantitative format and 
consisted of a 20 question survey sent to one school district's teachers (N=465) 
over a 3 month window. The summaries of results were presented in two formats: 
Raw (exactly how teachers answered) and a Cross-tabulation (Age & Licensure). 
The findings of the study yielded attitudes and perspectives of teachers regarding 
valuable information on leadership behaviors, styles, and practices that teachers 
believe were relevant to principal effectiveness. The most noteworthy aspect 
gleaned from this study was the people factor wherein relationships are a key 
factor to a leader's success in any realm that one leads. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
“You are today where your thoughts have brought you.  You will be tomorrow 
where your thoughts take you.” (James Allen, an author of the 19th century) 
 
All schools have a principal who is the keystone to its success or non-
success. The principal must be cognizant at all levels of the organization to ensure 
systemic succinctness. One must be savvy in administrative matters of 
management, instructional methodology, researched-based strategies, and best 
practices.  Additionally, and most importantly, the principal is responsible and 
accountable for effectively and efficiently dealing with a school’s learning 
community so as to affect positive change to ultimately achieve success for its 
stakeholders (i.e., student, teacher, parent, and community at large).  To support 
the organization’s systemic succinctness, a principal must address interpersonal 
relationships with all stakeholders but especially the core relationship with the 
teachers. In the education realm, it is well known that teacher quality determines 
the perceptions of the quality of a school and a principal (Whitaker, 2003). 
Thereby, the core of this study seeks to investigate the people factor: specifically 
what are teachers’ attitudes and perspectives regarding principal effectiveness. 
Background 
Webb (2006) provided a history of education in her book, The History of 
American Education: A Great American Experiment. She covered philosophies of 
education; education in Colonial America and education in the Revolution; the 
common school movement; education in the Post-Civil War; the Progressive Era; 
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education during the Depression; the Civil Rights Movement regarding equality 
of education; Renewed Conservatism and Reform; and lastly, the inception of No 
Child Left Behind.  Throughout the years of educational transformation as 
covered by Webb, the core heart of educational reform, accountability, and 
success suggests that principal leadership and teacher relationships are key 
elements to the learning community’s success as a school.  
Upon the inception, some 11 years ago of NCLB, the law has become the 
battle cry across the country regarding educational accountability for which 
principals and teachers alike are judged and measured in accordance to the 
students’ standardized test scores, which determines success or Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) as documented in a school’s report card. This legislation has had 
great impact upon a principal’s job on a whole new level. The implications stress 
that a principal be knowledgeable or schooled in management and concurrently 
cognizant in educational methodologies and best practices to affect student 
achievement and teacher accountability. Thereby, a paradigm of study regarding 
educational or instructional leadership was ushered to the forefront in all levels of 
education. The era called for colleges to specifically design programs to address 
the battle cry of NCLB and provide a cadre of leadership candidates for the field 
of education. This federal mandate required an evolution of sorts that has forever 
changed the education community to this day, since NCLB came to be in 2001.  
These changes for accountability standards required both the principal and 
the teacher to drastically change their work habits in order to affect positive 
outcomes for themselves, their students, and their school community as a whole. 
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In order for the positive outcomes to be realized, the relationship between the 
principal and the teacher was recognized as critical and eminent. Fullan (2007) 
referenced the core element to success “is leading and improving relationships” 
(p. 4).  He also noted the work of Elmore (2000) who said: 
The job of administrative leaders is primarily about enhancing the skills 
and knowledge of people in the organization, creating a common culture 
of expectations around the use of those skills and knowledge, holding the 
various pieces of the organization together in a productive relationship 
with each other, and holding individuals accountable for their 
contributions to the collective result. (pp. 164-165) 
  
Thus, the message here is the principal and teacher must have a unique 
relationship that supports and establishes successful learning communities. This 
concept is true for any and all organizations, small or large. This also speaks true 
to an educational setting wherein the principal is to provide leadership, but what 
tools does the principal employ to implement the job of building relationships to 
establish effectiveness that is unique to the individual leader and the school 
community.   
Understanding models of leadership is important to this study, as it 
provides the base for which any organization is scaffold toward successful 
outcomes. There are many models stemming from the business and social science 
sectors that affect change in organizations (Quinn, Faerman, Thompson, & 
McGrath, 2003). Models linking business and educational infrastructure support a 
paradigm shift of change for the school community in that principals and teachers 
crossed over from independent variables to cohesive variables working for the 
whole of the organization’s success. Fullan (2007) strongly pointed out that 
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change must work through the “improvement of relationships” (p. 4). Although, 
there are many models available and practiced in both the business and 
educational frameworks, those represented in this writing are those that are made 
part of this study. Following are models that are being practiced as referenced in 
the Jossey-Bass Reader on Educational Leadership (2007, p. 361):   
• Instructional: creates powerful, equitable learning opportunities for the 
learning community and motivates the stakeholders to take full 
advantage of said opportunities that directly focus on growth of student 
learning. 
 
• Transformational: creates influence wherein the leader designs a mission 
that first and foremost ensures the organization’s goals and objectives 
are clearly outlined as an end product. Additionally, the leader 
collectively supports and acknowledges the employees values thereby 
building trust and respect, resulting in accomplishment.  Further, 
emphasis is that of empowering individuals to achieve the mission 
collectively.   
 
• Moral/ethical: a leader’s values and knowledge which influences the 
manner in which they behave and use their power to influence the 
environment for which they are charged. Characteristics include 
integrity, motivation, and encouragement.   
 
• Participative: involves subordinates in goal setting, problem-solving, 
team building, etc., but the leader retains the final decision making 
authority. 
 
• Distributive: involves multiple individuals in leading and managing 
through divided responsibility and shared responsibility for all 
leadership tasks. 
 
• Affiliative: leadership that promotes harmony among his or her 
followers and helps to resolve conflicts, builds teams, but poor 
performance tends to go unchecked. 
 
• Achievement-Oriented: management which sets challenging goals, 
assists in training, emphasizes improvement, and expects the highest 
levels of performance. 
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• Authoritarian: The leader dictates policies and procedures, decides what 
goals are to be achieved and directs and controls all activities without 
any meaningful participation by the subordinates. 
 
Although there are many other models practiced in schools by educational 
leaders around the country, the unique aspect of these models is that principals 
may use more than one model at the same time to address their specific 
circumstances to achieve the ultimate success so sought after in meeting the 
accountability criteria of NCLB. Models referenced are those that are referenced 
in the study to affect the relationship factor that allows NCLB to be met in its 
entirety and provide support to a learning community.  
Problem Statement 
Leadership has always intrigued me because of the many qualities inherent 
of a leader. Individuals who possess leadership stand apart from the mainstream 
population in general society and in an organization, thus they are change agents 
who influence others by their uniqueness and dynamism (Maxwell, 1998). The art 
of leadership is challenging, but meaningful and purposeful as the focus is 
implementation of consistent affective and effective practices at all levels to 
assure achievable outcomes no matter the organization type. A leader’s calling is 
rewarding and the journey is that of making and sustaining change through 
influence (Maxwell, 2008). But, what are the underlying practices that a leader 
implements that consistently impact an organization’s success, specifically in the 
learning community of a school setting? Are models, styles, or philosophy 
important factors in the schema of leadership? Where does employee morale, 
perspective, and attitude fit in the picture? What about principal effectiveness in 
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relation to teacher effectiveness? and What strategies create a successful principal 
in the eyes of their school community—specifically the teacher? These discussion 
points led me to look at the relationship factor of educational leadership especially 
the dynamics between the principal and the teacher and what constructs affect this 
relationship to affect principal effectiveness.  
Purpose Statement 
I believe this study is beneficial to principals who are interested in the 
influence of faculty dynamics in relation to their leadership and success. Also, the 
study is informational to both the novice and veteran principal wishing to affect 
change within their own learning community regarding the implications of 
attitude and perspectives of faculty. By obtaining and studying these attitudes and 
perspectives, a principal is then able to draw from this information to make 
changes and/or continue practices that impact teachers and themselves. The 
United States Center for Education Statistics (USCES) generates surveys with 
data that are provided across the country, but it does not cover any leadership 
model implementation nor teacher attitudes or perspectives regarding principal 
effectiveness. Thus, the foundational attributes along with teacher perspectives 
and attitudes are not exclusively published to benefit a principal with specific data 
regarding how effective leadership is determined through the influence of the 
teacher versus the standardized test scores. Thereby, the purpose for this study is 
to identify the attitudes and perspectives of teachers regarding principal 
effectiveness. 
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Research Questions/Hypotheses 
The following two research questions are identified to address the 
overarching purpose statement: 
1. What do teachers perceive as principal effectiveness? 
2. How do teachers see themselves and their role in shaping an effective 
principal? 
3. What leadership qualities influence and are appealing to teachers to 
support principal effectiveness? 
Significance of Study 
The study gathered data that was reflective of how teachers and other 
faculty really perceived an effective principal. This study is important because it 
consists of real information specific to teacher (stakeholder) feedback, which 
often is not considered. Since teacher perspectives and attitudes are usually not 
considered or sought, teachers feel unappreciated, unheard, and disrespected, 
which can be determining factors why principals may not be effective, thus 
resulting in the decline of school success. Additionally, the significance of the 
study for me as a researcher is the following: 
1. Personal growth as a principal in an elementary school setting and the 
impact the study will have on my future growth and career in the field of 
educational administration. 
2. Explore and push to the forefront the impact of attitudes and 
perspectives of teachers regarding principal effectiveness as a tool for a 
novice to expert principals and other educational administrators. 
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3. To identify and recognize a teacher’s genuine value as a stakeholder and 
partner to principal effectiveness. 
4. Explore leadership styles and characteristics most applicable to principal 
effectiveness. 
5. Real data about stakeholder (teacher) feedback about their principals. 
6. Real data about the affect principals make upon their teachers. 
7. Real data about specific weaknesses that are most prominent amongst 
principals. 
8. Real data about specific strengths that are most prominent amongst 
principals. 
9. Real data about whether instructional leadership and/or management are 
prominent factors to success. 
10. There are studies on principal effectiveness, school effectiveness, 
teacher quality and principal quality; classroom walkthroughs, 
leadership styles and characteristics; business models that can be applied 
to any leadership; school improvement models; however, I have yet to 
read a study that speaks to teachers’ perceptions about their leaders. 
Delimitations 
This study’s delimitations included the following specifics: 
1. Time of study: October, 2011 through December, 2011 
2. Sample: Elementary to high school teachers 
3. Location of Study: One school district in New Mexico (in-town 
schools only) 
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4. Research Design: Quantitative 
5. Instrumentation: Survey 
Definition of Terms 
Educational Leadership 
• Instructional: creates powerful, equitable learning opportunities for the 
learning community and motivates the stakeholders to take full 
advantage of said opportunities that directly focus on growth of student 
learning. 
 
• Transformational: creates influence wherein the leader designs a mission 
that first and foremost ensures the organization’s goals and objectives 
are clearly outlined as an end product. Additionally, the leader 
collectively supports and acknowledges the employees values thereby 
building trust and respect, resulting in accomplishment.  Further, 
emphasis is that of empowering individuals to achieve the mission 
collectively.   
 
• Moral/ethical: a leader’s values and knowledge which influences the 
manner in which they behave and use their power to influence the 
environment for which they are charged. Characteristics include 
integrity, motivation, and encouragement.   
 
• Participative: involves subordinates in goal setting, problem-solving, 
team building, etc., but the leader retains the final decision making 
authority. 
 
• Distributive: involves multiple individuals in leading and managing 
through divided responsibility and shared responsibility for all 
leadership tasks. 
 
• Affiliative: leadership that promotes harmony among his or her 
followers and helps to resolve conflicts, builds teams, but poor 
performance tends to go unchecked. 
 
• Achievement-Oriented: management which sets challenging goals, 
assists in training, emphasizes improvement, and expects the highest 
levels of performance. 
 
• Authoritarian: The leader dictates policies and procedures, decides what 
goals are to be achieved and directs and controls all activities without 
any meaningful participation by the subordinates. 
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Organization of Study 
The remainder of the study is organized into five chapters, a bibliography, 
and appendices in the following manner. Chapter 2 presents a review of the 
related literature dealing with educational leadership and change models 
regarding principal effectiveness. Chapter 3 delineates the research design and 
methodology of the study. The instrument used to gather the data, the procedures 
followed, and determination of the sample selected for study are described. An 
analysis of the data and a discussion of the findings are presented in Chapter 4. 
Chapter 5 contains the summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the study. 
The study concludes with references and appendices. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
All principals are sincere and firmly believe in leading their schools 
toward success at every level. I have yet to meet any principal who believes 
and/or practices the opposite.  There are elite principals recognized nationally and 
there are those principals who are not recognized nationally but work tirelessly 
day in and day out to lead their schools effectively towards achievement and 
success. Principals’ duties and responsibilities have evolved, becoming the 
practice of educational leadership that embodies the reality of “initiating, 
implementing, and sustaining high-quality schools” as cited by Kelly and 
Peterson (Jossey-Bass, 2007, p. 356). So the question becomes, What is 
educational leadership?  The aforementioned authors provide the following: 
Recognizes teaching and learning as the main business of a school; 
Communicates the school’s mission clearly and consistently to staff 
members, parents, and students; Fosters standards for teaching and 
learning that are high and attainable; Provides clear goals and monitors the 
progress of students toward meeting them; Spends time in classrooms and 
listens to teachers; Promotes an atmosphere of trust and sharing; Builds 
good staff and makes professional development a top concern; Does not 
tolerate bad teachers; Manages and Leads; Possess critical and problem-
solving skills; Working knowledge of educational research findings, 
methods, & approaches; Strong communication skills; Human Resource 
management skills; and Financial management skills. (p. 360) 
 
The menu of duties and responsibilities described are the reality of daily 
pressures that educational leadership and/or the principalship address every 
minute of the day. This type of leadership although ever present was pushed to 
forefront as the result of the Manufactured Crisis (Berliner & Biddle, 1995), A 
Nation at Risk (1983), and of course the stinger, the No Child Left Behind Act of 
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2001. The latter, ushered in the saga of reform and accountability ever-changing 
the role of a principal and the education community entirely. The end result or 
product for the legislation was to have every child regardless of sex, age, ethnic 
background, economic status, and/or disability proficient/advance in reading and 
math by 2014 based upon each state’s standards base assessment. In reality, 
however, most states across the country have failing schools per the No Child Left 
Behind designations and 2014 is around the corner with the goal hardly being 
realized in accordance with its purpose for American school reform.     
Although these foreshadowing reports and legislation are still part of our 
educational domain, principals practice educational leadership as described daily 
to affect accountability and reform.  On the other hand, those who are the 
recipients, per se, the actual ball players of the game, to said accountability and 
reform provide a vision and voice that is often overlooked. Accordingly, what is 
the grassroots’ perspective to educational leadership accountability, reform, and 
practice? This research study is based on this premise and sought the attitudes and 
perspectives of teachers regarding principal effectiveness and their educational 
leadership practices through the means of a survey instrument. This review 
includes literature regarding effective school practices, teacher perspective and 
influence, and various leadership qualities in relation to educational leadership, 
specifically principal effectiveness.  
Effective School Practices 
Knoeppel and Rinehart’s (2008) journal article, Student Achievement and 
Principal Quality: Explaining the Relationship, implied that “successful schools 
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are led by dynamic, knowledgeable, and focused leaders” (p. 501) and that 
principal effectiveness is based on certain behaviors and qualities. They also 
referenced categories of practices that effective principals implement including a 
mission, vision, goal oriented, professional development, restructuring of the 
organization, pioneering change,  and establishing an orderly environment that 
addresses discipline and safety on behalf of all; lastly, principals provide policy 
and procedure to provide infrastructure for teacher and student alike. The authors 
further stated that if these conditions are present and evident, a principal’s 
effectiveness is evident and supports student achievement and teacher equity.  
Another important point mentioned was that the school community and culture 
are also responsible for “shaping principal attitudes, cognitive strategies and 
behaviors” (p. 510).  This last statement is certainly true since principals become 
the school and the school becomes the principal.   
Making Sense of Distributed Leadership: The Case of Peer Assistance and 
Review (Goldstein, 2004) stressed building capacity by training teachers to 
become instructional leaders through Peer Assistance and Review (PAR) teams. 
This empowerment supported distributed leadership, mentorship, and another 
means of evaluation beyond the principal’s review. Research questions guiding 
the study asked how teachers made sense of their new roles as evaluators and if 
leadership responsibility was a positive role for redistribution of evaluations since 
“principals [were] being overwhelmed and ill equipped to provide quality 
instruction leadership and not well trained to conduct educative evaluations” 
(p. 174). In addition, these inductees of the PAR were considered quality expert 
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teachers in education and would support their fellow peers because of their 
grassroots experience versus the building administrator.  In the end, PAR teams 
did evaluate and make critical decisions on behalf of their peers’ continued 
employment but their interpretation of said recommendation lead to the 
collaboration of the team and the principal. Nonetheless, the PAR and those being 
evaluated believe that the combination was beneficial but it also takes the 
principal as the primary evaluator to make the ultimate decisions. Plus, the 
principal’s qualities and expertise must be present to facilitate the process in order 
for the positive outcome to be realized and beneficial. St. Germaine (2000) who 
presented A Chance to Go Full Circle: Building on Reforms to Create Effective 
Learning at the Native Education Research Agenda Conference referenced that 
even in American Indian and Alaskan Native schools operated by the Bureau of 
Indian Education (BIE), “good teacher and quality school leadership is essential 
to school success” (p. 14).  His statement was based upon five cases studies of 
BIE schools and their school reform efforts using the Effective Schools model. 
The case studies also provided a roadmap of five key points of focus for 
leadership to focus upon toward improving the education for all stakeholders 
including the following: 
1. Emphasizing early childhood education and training for 
parenthood, 
2. Ensure a school environment is conducive to learning, 
3. Improve the quality of teachers and teaching, 
4. Provide a challenging curriculum,  
5. Ensure the American Indian and Alaskan Native children 
with disabilities have available to them a Free Appropriate 
Public Education in the Least Restrictive Environment in 
accordance with the Individual Education Plan. (p. 15) 
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Thereby, these five key points suggest infrastructure, behaviors, and 
practices that are relevant to principal effectiveness and educational leadership in 
the Native American communities as well as western society school 
environments. 
In the article, Focusing Teacher Evaluations on Student Learning, 
Iwanicki (2001) wrote that although leadership evaluates teachers through 
classroom observations and teacher competencies another layer would strengthen 
this process by taking into account the lessons and curriculum “intent, processes, 
and outcomes.” Questions supporting this layer were as follows: (a) Were the 
objectives of the lesson worthwhile and challenging? (b) Did the teacher treat the 
students with dignity and respect? (c) To what extent did all students achieve the 
objectives of the lesson? (p. 57). Overall, Iwanicki spoke to quality lessons that 
were constructive and meaningful so learning was evident and there was a 
synthesis of student products whether that be expressed verbally, in written 
format, or a project-based product. This article was chosen for this section 
because it speaks to a principal going beyond the basic teacher evaluation and 
digging deep, viewing growth for both the teacher and student alike. Seeing the 
broader picture is part of principal effectiveness and is certainly necessary so as to 
foster and influence continuous school improvement for all.  
Begaye’s (2007) article, Native Teacher Understanding of Culture as a 
Concept for Curricular Inclusion, reviewed Native teachers concerns regarding 
language and culture being evident in the classrooms in schools where the 
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majority of students are of Native American decent. He also explored the aspect 
from the students’ perspectives of having Native curriculum part of student 
learning. Begaye referenced Sapir who argued that “culture consists of knowledge 
and experience that characterizes how groups make meaning and sustain 
themselves in a social setting” (p. 38). Furthermore, Begaye, emphasized that 
“culture and language for Native students supports and maintains culture identity, 
because language plays a critical role by forming the basic foundation of identity 
and diversity” (p. 40). The study also hinged on Native teachers who believed that 
“making a connection in the classroom to a student’s language and culture is 
important in terms of identity development and academic success and at the same 
time promoting self-esteem, morals, values that reflect the student’s background” 
(p. 42). The reasoning behind including this article was most of the schools in the 
district where the study took place has multicultural populations with the majority 
being Native American students. Additionally, a question in the survey asked the 
teachers’ perspectives regarding principal effectiveness in promoting 
multicultural awareness and understanding.     
Teacher Perspective and Personal Influence 
Ross and Grey (2006), School Leadership and Student Achievement: The 
Mediating Effects of Teacher Beliefs, was mainly about how a principal indirectly 
affects student achievement through transformational leadership implications. To 
support the study, researchers sought previous and current research regarding 
leadership, social cognition theory, and school improvement (p. 799). Their study 
involved elementary teachers and their response to survey questions that were 
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open-ended and multiple choice items. They also reviewed the current and 
previous year’s student achievement scores. Another variable included the social 
economic status of the schools. Their findings based upon the measurement tools 
were that of principals who adopted transformational leadership characteristics 
found that student achievement was impacted indirectly, teacher efficacy was 
increased, and commitment to the school was evident. This, of course, led to other 
positive implications, such as teacher accomplishment and competence, reduced 
stress, and increased professional values attributing to student achievement for 
principals who utilized said model.   
Lastly, Ross and Grey (2006) asserted that principals “regardless of 
student populations they serve, are held accountable for student achievement in 
schools. However, their research reviews find that the direct effect of principals 
on student achievement is near zero” (p. 799). Although, this was noted by the 
authors, I disagree because principals, through their imperative leadership, are 
most certainly indirect variables to student achievement and do affect both student 
and teacher alike on one level or another.  
Orr’s (2010) paper on Principal Effectiveness: A Literature Review and 
Annotated Bibliography, references a literature review citing various authors and 
their findings regarding important characteristics of effective principals and 
teacher perspectives of novice to veteran teachers.  Orr cited a study by Manasse 
who found principals’ daily behaviors are linked to three categories of practice 
and/or action: “interpersonal, informational, and decisional” (p. 6). The author 
found that effective principals’ actions fell mostly in the informational and 
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decisional groupings.  Actions mentioned include “monitoring, ability to 
recognize patterns, perceptual objectivity, analytical ability, sense of control, 
persuasiveness, commitment to quality, and focused involvement in change” 
(p. 6). Orr also found that the reviews emphasized the following effective 
leadership strategies: “encouragement of teacher risk-taking, initiative, setting of 
clear organizational goals and objectives, staff development, visibility, 
influencing instruction, and curriculum alignment” (p. 6). Lastly, Orr stated that a 
principal and/or school leader’s “personal context factors of personal and 
professional experiences as well as values and beliefs strongly influence the 
actions of the administrator” (p. 8). I agree with this statement because all 
experiences good or bad prepare a principal to address future situations and build 
their capacity as a leader.   
Spillane’s (2009) work, Managing to Lead: Reframing School Leadership 
and Management, began with the statement that “leadership and management 
make a difference in increasing school productivity and turning around struggling 
schools” (p. 70). Because the author understands that leadership cannot do the job 
alone, his studies through Northwestern University began researching a 
framework termed Distributive Leadership Studies (DLS). Through this schema, 
Spillane explored the “interactions of leaders, followers, and aspects of the 
context” of school leadership (p. 70). In short, the review sought to unveil how 
leadership utilized the leadership of others in the school community to foster 
school improvement and success. The pretext that principals did need to figure in 
regarding the utilization of teacher leaders on any initiative was “diversity, 
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experience, career stage [licensure], gender, race, and expertise” (p. 72) because 
these dynamics in the end determine the success. Using this framework of 
leadership, Spillane believed this type of leadership did not invalidate the 
principal’s role as king of his household, per se, but rather increased the 
principal’s trust and value in utilizing teacher leaders with the reciprocal of 
teachers’ value and trust in the leadership, thereby suggesting distributive 
leadership creates an ambience of meaningful school leadership and practice. This 
reading applies to relationship building that is an important aspect of leadership 
for a principal at any level. Questions in the survey were geared toward how 
teachers felt about their own leadership and how they believed their leadership 
formed a perspective principal and/or supported principal effectiveness.  
Speaking to the concept of utilizing teachers as leaders to affect principal 
effectiveness, the writing by Schneider (2002) acknowledges today’s paradigm 
shift in leadership versus the leadership of yesterday. He explained the practice of 
leadership from a bureaucracy framework toward organizational reform with 
stakeholder involvement through lateral relationships. Schneider referred to this 
type of leadership as the radix organization or the radix, radix meaning root or 
foundation in Latin (p. 209). The author communicated that an organization and 
leadership must address “challenges of fluctuating vertical, lateral, and external 
demands” (p. 209). Thereby, within the radix organization, leadership looks to 
stakeholder leadership (lateral) to support and guide task accomplishment, which 
is a paradigm shift from “power over” to “power to.”  Other important aspects of 
the radix perspective include (a) treatment of human capital and its generation of 
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social capital, as well as its ability to discern and influence environmental forces; 
(b) stakeholders have the potential to influence or affect the organization, and/or 
be influenced or affected by it; (c) networking; and (d) increased usage of teams. 
Schneider also stressed that effective leaders are able to assess stakeholders’ 
respective abilities to influence and affect, and to be influenced and affected by 
the leader. Effective leaders also have relationships with a broad range of 
stakeholders who make use of various types of authority and possess significant 
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral abilities to cope with their complex 
environments. Schneider also cited the 1997 Leaderplex Model of Hooijberg (p. 
217) who indicated that individual attributes and their interactive effects are 
related to the leader’s effectiveness in dealing with organizational complexity. 
Schneider also talked about socially complex leaders because these leaders are 
better trained and have complicated knowledge structures regarding people and 
issues, therefore able to provide adaptive responses to these problems. 
Additionally, he spoke to the capacity of the leader to control emotions in self as 
well as others. He concludes that the Hooijberg framed two behavioral attributes 
of leaders: repertoire and differentiation. These attributes reflect leaders’  
behavioral flexibility and the suitability of their behaviors to their 
organizational context. Lastly, leaders exercise judgment in assessing the 
salience of stakeholders, possess the ability to apply interpersonal skills in 
a socially appropriate manner, and have a repertoire of leadership roles 
that spans a range of potential situations. (p. 217). 
 
Garrison-Wade, Sobel, and Fulmer’s (2007) study titled Inclusive 
Leadership: Preparing Principals for the Role that Awaits Them in which the 
authors examined higher education preparation programs for administrators and 
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the breath of coursework that supports the administrators’ working knowledge 
and skills in the field of special education. This study applied both a quantitative 
and qualitative methodology so as to ensure a broader perspective of the urban 
college’s graduate program with the intent to better prepare administrators to be 
knowledgeable and ready to apply their expertise regarding special education in 
their schools.   
The study revealed that administrators were not appropriately trained to 
lead and fully support special education teachers, students, and staff of a school 
accordingly. Comments made by participants included, “I’m concerned about my 
administrators’ knowledge of the legal components of special education because I 
don’t see it” (p. 126); “I’ve come to resent that I always have to train the staff” 
(p. 126); “I hear . . . I want you guys to work together . . . but my administrator is 
really not creating an environment where it can happen, or setting the leadership 
tone for how to do it” (p. 126); “My principal says . . . we’re inclusionary, we’re 
inclusionary, but there’s no co-teaching, kids are pulled and gone from the general 
ed[ucation] classroom” (p. 126). These are a few statements made from the 
qualitative data.  
From the quantitative data, a survey was administered using a Likert scale. 
The data indicated that 90% of the participants had the knowledge to implement 
instructional strategies with disabilities to their teachers; 87% had the ability to 
coach and provide guidance regarding collaborative relationships between general 
education and special education teachers; and a few of the red flags were 40% of 
principals who felt they did not understand the legal issues surrounding special 
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education and lacked skills to provide constructive feedback to special education 
teachers. Twenty-eight percent reported that they were unable to provide options 
and solutions for resource management (planning time, paperwork, meetings, 
scheduling).  
As a result of this data, the authors agreed that the urban university’s 
educational administrators graduate program be revamped to provide a better 
foundation for principals regarding special education as it relates to their overall 
responsibility as leaders in their school. This article was made part of the 
literature review as it speaks to one of the questions in the survey regarding 
professional development, providing support and resources to teachers regarding 
all students, and the sharing of real perspectives and opinions of teachers 
regarding principal effectiveness.  
Leadership Qualities 
In his book, Leadership: Perspectives in Theory and Research (1982), 
Jago related that “the soft science of behavior in organizations remains an 
imprecise, inexact exploration into the causes and consequences of complex 
human interactions” (p. 315). Based on this perspective, he believes leadership 
has many definitions that are incomplete regarding the complexity of leadership 
relationships. As a result, he added his own definition as follows: 
Leadership is both a process and a property. The process of leadership is 
the use of non-coercive influence to direct and coordinate the activities of 
the members of an organized group toward the accomplishment of group 
objectives. As a property, leadership is the set of qualities or 
characteristics attributed to those who are perceived to successfully 
employ such influence. (p. 315)   
 
23 
Jago also believed that leadership is a dynamic process because leaders 
can also become followers and the followers can become leaders depending on 
the purpose or function of the situation and/or environment (p. 316).  Jago also 
identified leadership via a matrix containing four perspectives: Type I, II, III, IV. 
These perspectives are also divided by Leader Traits and Leader Behaviors. Type 
I describes leadership as a trait or characteristic (physical and constitutional 
factors, personality and social characteristics, skill and ability); Type II leadership 
focused on behavior and interactions with followers or potential followers 
(consideration, friendly, approachable, relationships); Type III leadership focused 
on the conditions of the effectiveness of specific leadership traits and the usage of 
Fiedler’s Contingency Model; Type IV looked only at leadership behaviors.  He 
further explained that this typology was to provide a “useful vehicle for 
organizing the dominant trends in leadership research” which communicated 
“assumptions and orientations of various scholars versus theories of leadership” 
(p. 330).  In conclusion, Jago, stressed that there is still very limited knowledge of 
leadership and that leadership research needs to be “developed and matured as a 
sub-discipline within the behavior of science realm” (p. 330).     
Gaziel (2003) studied how school principals viewed their positions as a 
manager and as a leader. He also looked at the perceptions of teachers regarding 
their principal’s management and leadership. The other component of the study 
was to determine what form or theory principals followed regarding the 
approaches for social organizations, that is, structural approach, the human-
resource approach, political approach, or the symbolic approach. In addition, the 
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researcher took into account the perceptions of teachers and the impact of these 
approaches to the principal’s managerial and leadership effectiveness. Gaziel 
found that principals use all four domains depending upon the presenting 
situation. The study did, however, indicate that leadership effectiveness was 
linked to the political domain and the structural domain to the management 
responsibilities of a principal. The constant domain for both the leadership and 
manager effectiveness is the human resource domain. 
Levin (2006) looked at the perspective of educational leadership by 
reviewing three documents: A New Agenda for Research in Educational 
Leadership by Will A. Firestone and Carolyn Riehl, Sustainable Leadership by 
Andy Hargraves and Dean Fink, and Distributive Leadership by James P. 
Spillane. Basically, Levin suggested “educational leadership is complex and 
requires conceptual understanding as well as the ability to put knowledge into 
action in educational settings (p. 38).” He also cited Robert Sternberg who said 
educational leadership is practical intelligence, which in my mind equates to 
common sense in action.  Levin also stressed that although these three documents 
attempted to address educational leadership, they lacked or missed the big picture, 
per se.  The authors missed the point because “the links among leadership, school 
functioning and student learning are complex” (p. 43) and that educational 
leadership is beyond basic research and should be addressed at a higher level of 
thought by looking at the following questions:  
(1) What are the most significant educational leadership issues and 
why? (2) What conceptual models are empirical methods that are most 
promising for addressing these issues through research? (3) How do 
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we integrate the fields of educational policy, teaching and learning into 
research on educational leadership? (4) How do we train competent 
researchers to apply these methods to educational leadership issues? 
(5) How can we translate educational research effectively in useful 
guidelines for educational practice? and (6) How can we establish 
expert panels or other oversight mechanisms to monitor, for quality 
assurance research and train in the field of educational leadership? 
(p. 43) 
 
Lastly, Levin believes that if this field is to stride forward making a difference, a 
closer look and evaluation or examination should be applied to the field of 
educational leadership. 
Hines’ (2007) article, The Effect of Leadership Style on Pre-service 
Concerns About Becoming a Principal, studied mentor and mentee principals or 
pre-service principals and their concerns about becoming full-fledged principals 
upon completion of their programs. The study specifically considered two 
descriptive principal models/styles, transformational and transactional. The study 
found that pre-service principals who had transformational mentors were 
concerned about their abilities to reciprocate the practices of a transformational 
framework. The same can also be said for those pre-service principals who served 
under a transactional mentor but they were not concerned about their abilities to 
demonstrate the practices of said style. The most important finding to mention is 
the mentor principal’s style of leadership served as the greatest emphasis for the 
pre-service principal’s pre and post-outlook on the profession of educational 
leadership—transformational or transactional.   
Goldman (1998) wrote that “the school is a reflection of a leader’s values 
and practices.” He also said that he could “read a school just by looking at the 
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environment and the classroom dynamics which is a reflection of the educational 
values of the leader [the principal]” (p. 20). He viewed principals as having high 
expectations for their students where it involves problem-solving. Yet, principals 
do not hold these same expectations for teachers where solution-orientation is 
called for to address issues impacting the school. Instead, principals take the 
approach of dictating the problem-solving antidote having teachers be responsible 
for compliance and implementation. Much is also to be said of a principal who is 
out and about with real concern regarding all levels of their school environment—
the behavior is evident.  On the other hand, if a principal is the opposite and 
shows little regard for the behavior of the school environment this is also 
reflective of said style. Lastly, the author suggested that open conversations 
regarding the overall school dynamics should be brought to the forefront to 
address all situations and any lack thereof can impact changes and/or stagnant a 
school’s solution-based decision-making. 
In summary, various literatures were gathered to support this chapter in 
accordance with the overarching purpose of seeking perspective and attitudes of 
teachers regarding principal effectiveness. The chapter was segmented by the 
three research questions: effective school practices, teacher influence and 
perspectives, and leadership qualities. Literature identified was presented in the 
manner in which it aligned to each question and consisted of articles, books, and 
papers written by my fellow colleagues in the Native American Educational 
Leadership Cohort.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
This chapter identifies the research design, population and sample, 
sampling procedures, instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis, 
and limitations of the study. This study concerned itself with school principals 
who are the keystone to its success or non-success. The principal must be 
cognizant at all levels of the organization to ensure systemic succinctness. One 
must be savvy in administrative matters of management, instructional 
methodology, researched-based strategies, and best practices.  Additionally, and 
most importantly, the principal is responsible and accountable for effectively and 
efficiently dealing with a school’s learning community so as to affect positive 
change to ultimately achieve success for its stakeholders; that is, student, teacher, 
parent, and community at large.  Of those stakeholders mentioned, addressing 
interpersonal relationships with the teacher is a core relationship. In the education 
realm, it is well known that teacher quality determines the perceptions of the 
quality of a school and a principal (Whitaker, 2003). Thereby, the core of this 
study sought to investigate the people factor—specifically what are teachers’ 
attitudes and perspectives regarding principal effectiveness. 
The study’s emphasis was to investigate teachers’ attitudes and 
perspectives regarding principal effectiveness. The study was centered on three 
research questions: 
1. What do teachers perceive as principal effectiveness? 
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2. How do teachers see themselves and their role in shaping an effective 
principal? 
3. What leadership qualities influence and are appealing to teachers to 
support principal effectiveness? 
Research Design 
A quantitative approach was utilized to describe and compare teacher 
responses from the survey instrument concerning teachers’ attitudes and 
perspectives regarding principal effectiveness. The decision to utilize a 
quantitative versus a qualitative format was the linear presentation of numerical 
data through charts and tables versus interview data that are coded and may be 
subjective. Additionally, the quantitative process allows the reader an easy 
reference to the charts and tables based on numerical data to make the 
connections to the survey responses of the participants. Most importantly, the 
quantitative design clearly shows numerical relationships and/or differences 
regarding the teachers’ direct responses and cross-tabulated responses. Through 
this design, the data are represented behaviors, styles, traits, and practices 
concerning effective leadership and the relationship factors that affect a school 
community (Fink, 1995; Litwin, 1995).  
Population and Sample 
The participants in this study were all teachers (elementary to high school) 
from one school district in New Mexico. The district is comprised of 35 schools 
inclusive of 19 elementary, 7 middle, and 9 high schools. The district has two 
distinct school categories: in-town (16) and county (19). Only the in-town schools 
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were invited to participate using the district’s email system. Principals and/or 
other administrators or instructional coaches were not invited to participate. 
Overall, 9 elementary, 3 middle, and 3 high schools were emailed the invitation to 
participate. The 16 schools consisted of a total of 465 teachers who were invited 
to participate in this research study. Their educational backgrounds ranged from 
that of a bachelor’s to a professional degree. The ethnicity of the teacher 
population included Caucasian, African American, Asian, Hispanic or Latino, 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, and Hawaiian or Pacific Islander.  Age range 
for these populations was 22 through 51+ years of age and consisted of both male 
and female participants. All participants possessed a New Mexico teaching 
license at either the Pre-Level I, Level I, Level II, or Level III. 
Sampling Procedures 
Teachers who participated in the study, taught in a school district located 
in the upper region of New Mexico that distinguishes its 35 schools in two 
categories:  in-town or county. Teachers designated licensure levels ranged from 
Pre-Level I to Level III. The range of age for teachers was 22 years to 51+ years 
and consisted of both male and female. In-town teachers designated for the study 
taught at either an elementary, middle, or high school.     
Selection Criteria and Rationale 
The following selection criteria supported the study: 
1. In-town school teacher. 
2. Licensed teacher with a Pre-Level I to Level III certification from the 
Public Education Department for the State of New Mexico. 
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3. Male or female teacher, teaching in an in-town school (elementary, 
middle, high). 
4. Age range: 22-51+ years 
5. All ethnic backgrounds and education. 
6. Participation voluntary. 
7. Survey completion by December 2011. 
The first rationale for this study was to survey only those teachers teaching 
in the school district’s in-town schools versus the county schools. The breadth of 
feedback provided by all participants per the selection criteria was important so as 
to obtain a variety of viewpoints to answer all questions in the survey and to 
provide the best outcomes in answering the research questions.   
The second rationale for this study was county schools were not invited to 
participate due to their location being on Indian land. To invite the county schools 
to participate, additional approval criteria would have been necessary and entailed 
a greater amount of time that extended beyond this researcher’s timeframe to 
complete the study. Additional approval criteria consisted of obtaining local 
Navajo Nation government approvals through community chapter meetings, 
district, agency, and legislative committees, a Navajo Nation Review Board, and 
last of all, the Navajo Nation Council. This process is long and tedious and at 
most was not in the best interest of this research study based upon the timeframe.  
The third rational for this the selection criteria included the following: 
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1. Personal growth as a principal in an elementary school setting and the 
impact the study will have on my future growth and career in the field of 
educational administration. 
2. Explore and push to the forefront the impact of attitudes and perspectives 
of teachers regarding principal effectiveness as a tool for novice to expert 
principals and other educational administrators. 
3. To identify and recognize a teacher’s genuine value as a stakeholder and 
partner to principal effectiveness. 
4. Explore leadership styles and characteristics most applicable to principal 
effectiveness. 
5. Real data about stakeholder (teacher) feedback about their principals. 
6. Real data about the affect principals make upon their teachers. 
7. Real data about specific weaknesses that are most prominent amongst 
principals. 
8. Real data about specific strengths that are most prominent amongst 
principals. 
9. Real data about whether instructional leadership and/or management are 
prominent factors to success. 
 
Instrumentation 
The tool utilized to obtain data consisted of a survey instrument designed 
through the Survey Monkey website (Appendix A). The survey consisted of 20 
questions using a Likert-scale format. To address the research questions, the 
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survey questions were developed around general demographic information, 
effective school practices, teacher perspective and personal influence, and 
leadership qualities. The numerical data obtained from the survey via Survey 
Monkey were reliable and valid as the system calculated the results providing 
base numbers and percentages per respondents’ individual choices to each 
question. The duration of the survey window stemmed from October to December 
2011 and was communicated through the district’s email system through the 
assistance of the network manager and the approval of the district’s Board of 
Education. The survey was sent three times (October 1st, November 1st, and 
December 1st) over the course of this window to the 16 in-town schools 
consisting of 465 teachers. However, the data received consisted of only 90 
teachers responding out of the 465, which resulted in a 20% response outcome. 
Although, the study may not have obtained the necessary numbers anticipated 
(70% at the highest and 50% at the lowest), the survey results were meaningful 
and provided a view otherwise unknown to me or the district where the study was 
conducted.  See Appendix B for survey instrument. 
Field Testing 
Prior to the survey being sent over the district’s website to all in-town 
schools, the survey was piloted at a school that was not included in the study as 
well as sent to various district heads, instructional coaches, and principal 
colleagues for review and feedback. The individuals who reviewed the survey 
looked for overall validity of the questions by determining if instructions were 
clear or correct as to grammar, Likert-scale options, length, time, difficulty, 
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relevance, and balance of questions to the research questions. Feedback entailed 
shortening the survey to 20 questions (6 demographic and 14 general questions). 
Other revisions included adding definitions to the leadership styles presented so 
as to provide concrete definitions versus teachers using their own definitions. 
Another recommendation was ensuring the same wording, effective, was utilized 
across the survey, applying a Likert-scale to the majority of questions, and 
looking at cross-tabulating the survey using age and licensure to the base 
questions. All feedback was taken and the survey was adjusted to better its 
presentation to the participants who would utilize the instrument. 
Data Collection Procedures 
Data collection for this study covered a three-month period beginning 
October 2011 and closing December 2011. The Recruitment Invitation (Appendix 
B) was initially sent in October and subsequent invitations were sent at the 
beginning of each month in November and December, 2011 (Appendix C). The 
method of communication was via district email to only in-town school teachers. 
Participants or respondents were reassured through the invitation that their 
identities would not be disclosed and that only quantitative data was being sought 
for the study. One teacher emailed me through my ASU account to question the 
purpose of my study and what the data was to be utilized for; another, teacher 
emailed me personally through the district informing she would not participate in 
the study.  All data were collected and calculated through Survey Monkey.  
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Data Analysis 
In the first section of the data analysis, survey results were presented 
specific to the manner in which teachers responded to each question, using the 
number of teachers and corresponding percentages. This was translated to graphs 
developed through Survey Monkey to present the 20 questions in this raw format 
view. The rationale behind presenting the data in this format was due to its factual 
presentation in detailed graphic representation for each question in the survey. 
Four categories outline the survey data and each question was summarized 
detailing patterns within the categories. The four categories are made up of 
demographic information and each of the three research questions. The 
demographic section provided findings for six questions (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, & 6) and 
graphs. The first research question regarding effective school practices aligned 
with four questions and graphs (8, 10, 12, & 16). The second research question 
regarding teacher perspective and personal influence presented findings for six 
questions and graphs (7, 9, 11, 15, 19, & 20). The third research question 
concentrated on leadership qualities for four questions and graphs (13, 14, 17, & 
18).  
In the second section of the data analysis, a cross-tabulation of the data 
was sought to look at differences between two demographic questions 
representing age and licensure level to the remaining 14 questions (7 through 20). 
The remaining demographic questions (2, 3, 4, & 6) were not included in this 
section because the researcher did not feel the questions were significant or 
relevant to this section. The rationale for the cross-tabulation using age and 
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licensure level was to identify exactly which specific categorical populations for 
age and licensure level yielded about the attitudes and perspectives regarding 
principal effectiveness for each survey question. Again, the cross-tabulation data 
for each survey question (7 through 20) were sectioned by research question 
according to and on the basis of effective school practices, teacher perspective 
and personal influence, and leadership qualities.   
The cross-tabulation regarding the age category was broken down to three 
age groups (22-35, 36-50, & 51+). As for licensure level, the categories were Pre-
Level I, Level I, Level II, and Level III. The Pre-Level I and Level I category 
could have been combined to represent one grouping but the researcher was 
interested in the number and percentages for each licensure level. More 
specifically, Pre-Level I teachers are either a Teach for America or Peace Core 
teacher representative who possess a degree in another field but are seeking 
teaching certification to obtain a master’s degree in elementary, secondary, or 
special education by attending a local university. Level I teachers are those who 
represent first-year teachers who have attended a standard teacher education 
program. Level II and Level III teachers are seasoned teachers in the field of 
education and have been teaching for at least nine years or more in accordance 
with the licensure bureau for the state of New Mexico.    
The breakdown of data using the cross-tabulation viewpoint in this section 
was also segmented to signify three categories so as to present the information by 
the three research questions. The first research question regarding effective school 
practices aligned with four questions (8, 10, 12, & 16). The second research 
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question regarding teacher perspective and personal influence presented findings 
for six questions (7, 9, 11, 15, 19, & 20). The third research question concentrated 
on leadership qualities for four questions (13, 14, 17, & 18).  
Data were formatted and are presented in Tables 1 through 14 of the next 
chapter. Each table represents one survey question and identifies the question and 
the ranking of each factor or function (statement, practice, trait, style, agreement 
or disagreement, etc.); the three age categories (22-35, 36-50, 51+); and the four 
licensure levels (Pre-Level I, Level I, Level II, Level III). Each category of age 
and licensure provides the number and percentage of teachers responding to each 
particular question’s factor or function ranking.  
The format chosen was based upon factual and clear representation of the 
cross-tabulation of data in a table format rather than in a graph format to 
determine differences and/or patterns in responses from the teachers to answer the 
research questions with ease. Additionally, the tables are reader friendly and may 
be used by anyone to support their learning and/or for future presentations since 
statistical jargon is not applied to the data and format.   
Limitations 
1. The study was administered in only one school district and only those 
schools considered “in-town” versus schools considered “county” were 
provided an invitation to participate. Therefore, school district’s total 
teacher population for all 35 schools was not surveyed.  
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2. Only 16 schools were invited to participate. The 16 schools had a total 
of 465 teachers and only 93 teachers responded and participated in the 
study for a 20% response rate. 
3. The timeframe is a limitation due to its window of response, October to 
December 2011. The window also may have affected the responses 
since it fell within months that contain holidays: Halloween, 
Thanksgiving and Christmas. Plus, it is the end of the first semester of 
school when teachers are looking toward the end of quarter testing, 
grades, and vacation. 
4. Utilizing statistical software to determine an analysis of variance was 
not applied due to the difficulty of manipulating the software and the 
timeframe to complete this study. 
5. Instructional coaches, who were also teachers, were not invited to 
participate in the survey because of their expertise, knowledge, skill, and 
seasoned years of experience. 
6. Likert-scale consistency was not evident. 
7. The number of factors or functions could have been limited for each 
question. 
8. Survey Monkey was not able to conduct statistical calculations. 
9. Possible lack of participation in the study may have been due to the 
length and time taken to complete the survey. 
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10. Teachers’ lack of interest and/or fear of being identified since research 
was conducted by a principal from same district may have hindered 
response. 
Summary 
In conclusion, the quantitative study’s methodology was presented in this 
chapter outlining the research design, sample population, instrumentation, data 
collection procedures, data analysis, and limitations of the study. The study was 
conducted in one school district (in-town schools, N = 16) using a 20-question 
survey instrument to obtain data in two formats: raw (graphs) and cross-tabulation 
(tables) using two demographic criteria (age and licensure). The survey findings 
were segmented in four categories (demographics, three research questions) and 
presented using numbers and percentages to reference factual data differences 
and/or patterns regarding the overall intent of obtaining teacher attitudes and 
perspectives regarding principal effectiveness.    
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
As communicated in the beginning of this writing, leadership has always 
been a topic of interest to this writer. Thereby, the literature review covered 
studies on principal effectiveness, school effectiveness, teacher quality and 
principal quality, leadership styles and characteristics, and school improvement 
models; however, literature was limited regarding teacher(s)’ perceptions about 
their principal(s). Therefore, intrigue and lure of leadership has brought about a 
desire to seek out what qualities, especially those of a principal, affecting 
teacher(s) to change through influence leading a school to successful outcomes.   
As an instructional leader, this intrigue stems from the people factor and 
the implications of the teacher(s)’ influence to either build or not build a 
relationship with their leader, the principal. This relationship ultimately impacts 
not only the principal’s effectiveness but the school’s outlook of success or non-
success.  Additionally, the writer wishes to further grow personally through the 
following:   
1. Personal growth as a principal in an elementary school setting and the 
impact the study will have on my future growth and career in the field of 
educational administration. 
2. Explore and push to the forefront the impact of attitudes and perspectives 
of teachers regarding principal effectiveness as a tool for novice to expert 
principals and other educational administrators. 
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3. Identify and recognize a teacher’s genuine value as a stakeholder and 
partner to principal effectiveness. 
4. Explore leadership styles and characteristics most applicable to principal 
effectiveness. 
5. Real data about stakeholder (teacher) feedback about their principal. 
6. Real data regarding the affect a principal makes upon teacher(s). 
7. Real data regarding specific weaknesses and strengths that are prominent 
amongst principals. 
8. Real data regarding instructional leadership and/or management practices 
prominent to principal effectiveness. 
In Chapter 1, the study conveyed that teacher quality and satisfaction 
determines the perceptions of the quality of a school and a principal (Whitaker, 
2003). As such, the core of this study sought to investigate teachers’ attitudes and 
perspectives regarding principal effectiveness. The study was centered on three 
research questions as follows:  
1. What do teachers perceive as principal effectiveness? 
2. How do teachers see themselves and their role in shaping an effective 
principal? 
3. What leadership qualities influence and are appealing to teachers to 
support principal effectiveness? 
 
The first part of the survey represented general demographic information 
using six distinct questions covering age, gender, ethnicity, education, licensure, 
and teacher placement. These six questions were also framed and standardized 
from the United States Department of Education, National Center for Education 
Statistics. These demographics provided an overview of the cadre of teacher(s) 
responding to the survey.
Age 
Question 1 was framed with three categories for age with a range of 22
years, 36-50 years, and 51+ years.
and 2 skipped the question.
the 51+ years age group that 
was the 36-50 age range at 28 teachers or 30.8%, and 
was the age group of 22-35 
Figure 1: Question 1: Age 
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Demographics 
 
 Of the 93 participants, 91 teachers responded 
 The highest age group responding to the question 
consisted of 43 or 47.3% teachers, the next group 
the last group responding 
years with 20 teachers or 22.0% (Figure 1).   
-35 
was 
 
 
The implications of this question indicate
answered the survey verses the younger or even middle
population of older teachers took more of an interest in this survey.
Gender 
Question 2 involved gender being overwhelmingly answered by the 
female population at 73 teachers or 82% in comparison to the responses of the 
male teachers who participated at 16 or 18%.
question had 89 teachers participating, 85 answered and
(Figure 2). 
Figure 2. Question 2: Gender 
 
Ethnicity 
Question 3 involved ethnicity
majority of the populations
taken from the Schools and Staffing Survey from the U.S. Department of 
Education, National Center for Education Statistics
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d that the older cadre of teachers 
-aged teachers. Plus, this 
 
 Overall, representing this data, 
 4 skipped the question 
; the categories were chosen based on the 
 represented across the district and were not directly 
 (U.S. Department of 
the 
 
Education, n.d.) The categories represented included
Origin, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian 
American, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.
answered by 87 teachers and 6 teachers skipped the question for a total of 93 
responders. The population with the most responses was the White ethnic group 
with 61 or 70.1% response rate.
Hispanic or Latino with 13 responders at 14.9% participation rate.
was the American Indian or Al
12.6%. Asian American teachers who responded numbered 4 or 4.6%.
Black or African American and the Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
ethnic groups had 1 participant each with a 1.1% rating.
data.  
Figure 3. Question 3: Ethnicity
 Education. Question 4 asked teachers about their education and the 
highest degree attained. Four categories were outlined regarding degrees
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 White, Hispanic or Latino 
 The question was 
 The next ethnic group to respond was the 
 The next rating 
askan Native population with 11 teachers or 
 Both the 
 Figure 3 represents this 
 
,
 
 
stemming from a bachelor
answered the question numbered 89 or 95.69% and 4 or 4.30% teachers skipping 
the question for a total of 93 teacher participants.
degree numbered 38 or 42.7%.
53.9% and were the highest ranking of the four categories.
with an educational specialist 
at 5 or 5.6%. Lastly, teachers with a 
Therefore, as mentioned, the highest responders were those with a 
degree. Figure 4 represents said data.
Figure 4. Question 4: Education
Licensure Level 
Question 5 represents types of licensure teachers possess.
issues licenses at three levels beginning with Level I for new teachers for three 
years. Level II licenses are issued for 9 years with an option to move to the next 
level or to remain at the same level for another 9.
teachers who are termed instructional leaders in their specialty area for 
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’s degree to a professional degree. Teachers who 
 Those teachers with a bachelor’s 
 Teachers with a master’s degree numbered 48 or 
 Only a few teachers 
or other professional endorsement were represented 
professional degree numbered 1 or 1.1%.
master’s 
 
 
 New Mexico 
 Level III are issued to those 
a 
 
 
7-year 
duration. To advance through each level, a teacher is required to go through a 
portfolio process that is representative of the 9 New Mexico teacher 
competencies; and if one wishes to advanc
possess a master’s degree.
added another level to include a Pre
Teach for America teachers or teachers who possess a d
other than education but are issued a license contingent upon taking coursework 
within the 3-year timeframe to obtain a degree either in elementary or secondary 
education.  
Pre-Level I teachers who responded included 8 or 8.9% of the
teachers or 20% of Level I teachers.
11.1%; Level II teachers responding were 42 or 46.7%; and Level III teachers 
numbered 30 at 33.3%.   Figure 5 represents this breakdown of licensure for the 
93 teachers who responded to this question of which 90 answered and 3 
the question (Figure 5). 
Figure 5. Question 5: Licensure
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e to Level III, the teacher must also 
 For this question, although there are three levels, I 
-Level I to identify those teachers who may be 
egree in another field 
 total 18 
 Level I teachers who responded were 10 or 
skipped 
 
 
Educational Setting 
Question 6 asked teachers about their teaching settings whether it be an 
elementary, middle, or high school 
answered the question and 3 skipped the question.
53.3% of the teachers are in this setting.
teachers are placed in this setting and 23 or 25.6%
Overwhelmingly, the elementary teachers responded to this question.
due to the 9 out of 15 schools sent the survey 
Figure 6. Question 6: Educational setting
This section speaks to the research question, 
as principal effectiveness?
everyday practices that encompass a teacher and principal’s working relationship 
as far as school operation, management, and educational pedagogy.
section, represented are Questions 8, 10, 12, 
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placement. Of the 93 teachers responding, 90 
 In the elementary setting, 48 or 
 At the middle school, 24 or 26.7% 
 are at the high school setting.
 This may be 
were elementary settings (Figure 6
 
Effective Principal Practices 
“What do teachers perceive 
” Four questions were designed to have teachers rank 
 In this 
and 16. 
 
.) 
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Question 8 
Question 8 asked the teacher to rank 23 areas of importance that they 
would recommend to a principal to support an effective school. A total of 93 
teachers accessed the question but only 91 teachers answered and 2 teachers 
skipped the question. Participants were asked to rank on a scale of not at all 
important  to very important. Of the 23 items presented, the most important 
recommendation of teachers for principals was addressing student discipline with 
a 72.5% or 91 teachers responding. Homework was the least important practice of 
the 23 presented with 41.1% or 90 teachers responding to the question.  
The following recommendations were also identified: morale and 
employee satisfaction with 67% at 61 teachers responding; interviewing, hiring 
and selection of staff with 63.3% ranking at 57 teachers responding; new teacher 
orientation and mentoring at 54.9% ranking at 50 teachers responding; and 
grading at 54.4% ranking at 49 teachers responding. The five least important 
recommendations that teachers identified to support an effective school included 
(1) homework, (2) school improvement plan, (3) vertical and horizontal alignment 
of curriculum, (4) pedagogy, and (5) policies and procedures. The general view of 
this data is teachers were more concerned about the people factor versus areas 
what affected students directly, such as mentioned as the least important 
recommendations to affect an effective school (See Figure 7).  
Figure 7. Question 8 
Question 10 
This question asked teachers to rank statements of practice and their 
relevance to principal effectiveness.
teachers to rank the statements from 
revealed that 91 teachers answered the question entirely and 2 teachers skipped 
the question. The highest ranked statement of practice was “principal’s conduct 
and behavior toward staff” at 
very relevant statement was “providing a positive school culture is evident and 
encouraged” at 72.5% or 66 teachers ranking; next, “cooperative effort 
(teamwork) among staff members is encouraged” at 64.8%
“support is recognized and provided to teach all students” at 60.4% or 55 teachers 
respectively. The least important statement of practice for teachers is the “creation 
48 
 There were 11 statements presented to 
very relevant to not relevant. The data 
81.3% or 74 teachers responding. The next highest, 
 or 59 teachers; and 
 
of beliefs and values regarding the mission of the school” at 52.7
teachers responding.   
 
Figure 8. Question 10 
 
Question 12 
This particular question posed to teachers their perspective regarding 
factors they believed were most important regarding principal effectiveness.
question was accessed by 
teachers answering the question.
ranked the highest on a scale (
with 70 teachers responding.
regarding principal effectiveness was “
Plan/Process” with 30.8% or 28 teachers providing this 
49 
% with 48 
91 teachers as a whole with 2 teachers skipping 
 Of the 13 factors presented, school morale
very important to not at all important) at 78.7% 
 The least important ranked factor for teachers 
implementation of a School Improvement 
ranking. Implications of 
 
 This 
and 89 
 was 
the data indicated that again the relationship factor is prof
teachers as it pertains to principal effectiveness
 
Figure 9. Question 12 
 
Question 16 
Question 16 questions the extent teachers believe 7 identified factors are 
important for the development of an effective principal.
(1) building literacy skills in all content areas, 
excellence, (3) promoting good work habits and self
personal growth (self-esteem, self
promoting multicultural awareness 
The ranking of these factors were scaled from 
important. There were 93
and 3 skipping the question entirely.
and self-discipline as the highest factor at 69.7% 
50 
oundly important to 
 (Figure 9).  
 Factors provided include
(2) encouraging academic 
-discipline, (4) promoting 
-knowledge), (5) promoting moral values, 
and understanding, and (7) district initiatives.
very important to not at all 
 teachers accessing the question, 90 teachers answering 
 Teachers scored promoting good work habits 
or 62 of the 90 teachers.
 
 
(6) 
 
 The 
factor that was ranked the lowest on the scale and least important to teachers was 
the district initiatives with 43.3% or 21
Figure 10. Question 16 
Teacher Perspective 
In this section, five 
question, “How do teachers see themselves and their 
principal?” The questions that fell in this category are as follows:
• Question 7: Is it important to you if your principal asks your opinion a
his/her effectiveness?
• Question 9: Do you believe that your opinion about your p
influences the school climate?
• Question 11: To what extent do you agree or disagree that a teacher plays 
a role in shaping an effective principal?
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 of the 90 teachers responding (Figure 10). 
and Personal Influence 
survey questions were linked to the second research 
role in shaping an effective 
  
 
rincipal 
 
 
 
 
bout 
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• Question 15: To what extent do you agree or disagree that you have the 
influence to shape a principal through your own leadership qualities? 
• Question 19: To what extent do you feel the principal values your input in 
the decision making process? 
• Question 20: Do you feel your strengths as a teacher are being utilized 
efficiently by the principal? 
The premise here was to have teachers reflect upon their influence and 
how they perceive themselves as leaders using their capacity to either support or 
not support their principal’s effectiveness based upon their attitude and 
perspectives.   
Question 7 
Question 7 revolved around the opinion of a teacher regarding whether 
they thought it important their principal asked them about principal effectiveness. 
The question was access by 93 teachers, 90 answered and 3 teachers skipped the 
question. The 4-point response scale for the question provided a range of choices 
from very important to not at all important. Teachers ranked this question on the 
scale of very important at 30% or 27 of the 90 teachers. The important category 
ranked the highest of the four categories with 48.9% or 44 of the 90 teachers 
responding. The somewhat important category had 18.9% or 17 of the 90 teachers 
ranking this question and the not at all important category emerged with 4.4% or 
4 of the 90 teachers. Implications indicate that teachers do feel it is important if 
their principal asks their opinion regarding effectiveness (Figure 11).  
Figure 11. Question 7 
 
Question 9 
Question 9 centered on 
about their principal influenced the dynamics of the school.
accessed the question numbered 9
the question. Four categories were provided for teachers t
agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree
ranked the question agree 
The next highest was the category of 
responding. The disagree
disagree ranked at 2.2% with 
teachers do overall agree 
school climate (Figure 12).
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school climate and whether teachers’ opinion 
 Teachers who 
3; 90 teachers answered and 3 teachers 
o rank from strongly 
. Of the four categories, teachers 
as the highest with 53.3% or 48 teachers responding.
strongly agree with 33.3% or 30 teachers
 category ranked at 11.1% with 10 teachers and 
2 teachers. Implications of the data suggest that 
that their opinions about the principal influences
  
 
skipped 
 
 
strongly 
 the 
 Figure 12. Question 9 
 
Question 11 
Question 11 asked teachers whether they 
role in shaping an effective principal.
91 teachers answer the question
Question 9, teachers ranked the choice of 
responding. Teachers ranked the categories of 
the same percentages at 22% or 20
The strongly disagree category was answered by teachers at 3.3% or 3
responders. Implications of this data show teachers do agree they have a role in 
shaping an effective principal (Figure 13).
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agree or disagree about their 
 Ninety-three teachers accessed Question 11, 
, and 2 skipped the question entirely. As in 
agree at 53.8% or 49 out of 91 teachers 
strongly agree and disagree
 out of the 91 teachers answering the question.
 out of 
 
 
 with 
 
91 
Figure 13. Question 11 
 
Question 15 
Question 15 probed the teachers about the extent to which they agreed or 
disagreed regarding their influence 
leadership qualities. The response to this question included 88
who addressed the question and 5
groupings available to choose from were 
strongly disagree. Teachers answered this question by ranking 
highest marking with 48.9% or 43
category of disagree at 29.5% or 26
category calculated at 18.2% or 16
Lastly represented was strongly disagree
responding respectively. This data suggested that the majority of the teachers 
agreed but not strongly agree
based upon their unique leadership qualities w
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for shaping a principal based upon their own 
 out of 95 teachers 
 out of 95 skipping the question entirely.
strongly agree, agree, disagree, 
agree at the 
 out of 88 responses. Next, teachers ranked the 
 out of 88 who responded. The strongly agree
 out of 88 teachers identifying with this criteria
 at 4.5% or 4 out of 88 teachers 
d that their influence for shaping a principal was 
here possible. Those that did 
 
 The 
and 
 
. 
disagree did outscore the 
do also believe their leadership qualities do not impact how a principal is shaped 
regarding effectiveness. Overall, however, the data is conclusive in that 43
88 who answered the question 
shaping of a principal (Figure 14).
Figure 14. Question 15 
 
Question 19 
Question 19 asked the teachers to what extent did the principal value the 
teachers’ input in the decision
responded, 91 out of 93 answered the question on a five
deal, a lot, a moderate amount, a little, 
the question. Teachers identified the category
at 31.9% or 29 out of 91 teachers
comparison but were not significant to stress a favorable choice as the difference 
was within 3% to 5% of one another for the categories 
and none at all. Overall, t
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strongly agree category by 11.3% that suggests 
believed teacher leadership qualities do affect the 
 
-making process. Of the participants who 
-category scale (a
or none at all) and 2 participants skipped 
, a moderate amount, as the highest 
. The other four categories were very close in 
a great deal, a lot, a little, 
he data suggests teachers feel the principal values their 
teachers 
 out of 
 
 great 
input in the decision-making process 
(Figure 15).   
Figure 15. Question 19 
Question 20 
Question 20 queried 
utilizing their strengths efficiently on a four
efficient, somewhat efficient
question was 91 out of 93 teacher res
question. Teachers felt that their strengths were being utilized at an
by the principal with 36.3% or 33
teachers felt their strengths were being utilized 
response rate of 22% or 20
question. The categories of 
57 
on a scale of a moderate amount 
teachers about their feelings regarding the principal 
-category scale (very efficient
, and not at all efficient). The participation for this 
ponders with 2 out of 93 skipping the 
 efficient
 out of 91 responses for this category. Other 
somewhat efficiently with a 
 out of 91 identifying this category to answer the 
very efficient and not at all efficient ranked at 17.6% 
 
, 
 level 
or 16 out of 91 and 16.5% or 15
believe and feel the principal is utilizing their strengths efficiently (Figure 16).
  
Figure 16. Question 20 
 
Leadership is the key to any organization as it provides the infrastructure 
that makes or breaks the vision,
most prominent skill to leadership as referenced by 
to influence others to follow and lead right along with you.
sought to identify models, characteristics, 
principal is most likely to apply in a school setting that supports effectiveness.
This section covers Question 13, 14, 17, 
“What leadership qualities influence and are appealin
Question 13 
 Question 13 asked teachers the
placed with leadership practices and principal effectiveness.
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 out of 91 respectively. Largely, the teachers do 
Leadership Qualities 
 mission, and outcome of an organization.
Maxwell (1998) is the ability 
  Thereby, this section 
traits, and practices of leadership a 
and 18 to answer the research question
g to teachers?” 
ir perspective regarding the value they 
 Leadership practices 
 
 
 The 
  
, 
included 6 choices (facilitating, managing, mediating, modeling, mentoring
monitoring) with 4 categories or levels from which to rank, 
all valuable. The question was answered by 89 participants out of 93 teachers as a 
whole who took the survey.
highest at 67% or 59 out of 
leadership style identified 
facilitating at 58.4% or 52
leadership style ranked was 
identifying with this practice.
identified by teachers was the practice of 
teachers picking this category.
teachers suggest they value
for in the styles of modeling, facilitating, and managing
picked by teachers suggest th
support the partnership with 
Figure 17. Question 13 
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very valuable
 The leadership style of modeling was ranked the 
89 teachers who answered the question. The next 
to be very valuable to principal effectiveness was 
 out of 89 teachers choosing this practice. The third 
managing at 56.2% or 50 out of 89 teachers 
 The least choice of leadership style valued 
monitoring at 44.8% or 39 out of 
  Implications of the choices identified by the 
d leadership practices that support them as provided 
. These leadership styles 
at the quality of guidance by the principal should 
teachers (Figure 17).    
, 
 to not at 
and 
89 
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Question 14 
Question 14 stemmed from leadership traits that a principal portrays to 
their teachers and which are most likely viewed or favored as important qualities 
of an effective principal. The question provided 19 traits and 4 categories from 
which to rank. Participation of teachers answering this question is 91 out of 93 
who took the survey as a whole. Traits included communication, 
compassion/empathy, honesty, openness, reliability, competence, work ethic, 
attitude, integrity, trustworthiness, creativity, motivational, flexible, 
approachable, calm, reasonable, reasonable, availability, and understanding. 
Ranking categories ranged from very important, important, somewhat important, 
to not at all important.  
Teachers ranked the highest trait of communication as very important with 
87.8% or 79 out of 91. The remaining traits were ranked accordingly: Integrity 
(85.7% or 78:91), reliability (84.4% or 76:91), honesty and trustworthiness (82.% 
or 74:91), work ethic (81.3% or 74:91), competence (80% or 72:91), attitude 
(77.8% or 70:91), approachable (73.6% or 67:91), reasonable (61.1% or 55:91), 
openness (62.6% or 57:91), availability (61.1% or 55:91), realistic (61.1% or 
55:91), understanding (54.4% or 49:91), motivational (52.7% or 48:91), flexible 
(48.3% or 43:91), compassion/empathy (46.7% or 42:91), calm (42.2% or 38:91), 
and creativity (28.9% or 26:92).  
The important category also had interesting rankings for 6 traits: creativity 
(53.3% or 48:91), calm (48.9% or 44:91), flexible (47.2% or 42:91), 
compassion/empathy (45.6% or 41:91), understanding (42.2% or 38:91), and 
motivational (41.8% or 38:91).
and were not significant. 
ranking percentage for creativity
Implications of the data suggest that teachers identified with the trait of 
communication, integrity, reliabi
very important to principal effectiveness.
common sense practices for any leader and/or teacher alike in the workforce.
Figure 18 represents the data presented.
Figure 18. Question 14 
Question 17 
Question 17 presented teachers with 8 styles of leadership and asked what 
style of leadership they believed ha
effectiveness. The 8 styles of leadership included
distributive, moral/ethical
authoritarian. Teachers were asked to rank the 8 styles from their 
61 
 All the remaining traits were ranked below 41.8% 
As for the somewhat important category, the highest 
 was at 16.7% or 15:91.  
lity, work ethic, honesty, and trustworthiness
   These traits also suggest basic 
  
d the greatest influence regarding principal 
 instructional, transformational
, participative, affiliative, achievement, and 
first choice to 
 as 
 
 
, 
62 
their sixth choice. To help in making their choices, a definition as to its meaning 
was provided for each style. Teacher participation for this question was 90 out of 
93 with 3 teachers skipping the question.  
Teachers’ first choice was distributive leadership with 33.3%; the second 
choice was transformation leadership at 21.1%; instructional leadership was the 
third choice at 29%; the fourth choice was affiliative leadership with 25%; the 
fifth choice was achievement oriented leadership at 22%; and the sixth choice 
was overwhelmingly authoritarian leadership at 81.8%. An interesting data point 
was the rating average of the 8 styles that found instructional leadership with the 
highest at a 4.35 and a response count of 69, and a close second was distributive 
leadership with a 4.32 rating average with 60 response count.  
Implications indicate teachers do wish to be involved in the decision- 
making and wish to share in the responsibility of leadership tasks as is suggestive 
of the distributive leadership style. Moreover, they believe according to the data, 
that the distributive leadership style has the greatest influence regarding principal 
effectiveness (Figure 19). 
Figure 19. Question 17 
 
Question 18 
This question had teachers reflect upon their previous choices 
Question 17, and asked them if they 
of one or more leadership style leads to principal effectiveness.
answered by 90 out of 93 teachers and 3 skipped the question overall.
categories ranged from strongly agree, agree, strongly
Teachers, per the data, indicated that they mostly identified 
agree (52% or 47:90) over 
implementation of more than one leadership style 
effectiveness. As for teachers ranking the categories of 
disagree there were no significant data implications as they both were 
than 3%.  Therefore, an implication of the data showed teachers do believe more 
than one leadership style is relevant to principal effectiveness (Figure 20).
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made 
agreed or disagreed that the implementation 
  The question was 
 The 
 disagree, and disagree
with the category of 
strongly agree (43% or 39:90) and that 
does lead to principal 
strongly disagreeing 
rated 
 
in 
. 
or 
at less 
 
Figure 20. Question 18 
 
Raw data for each question in the survey was presented in the first part of 
this writing; this section, speaks to 
demographic variables of age and licensure designation were cross
against each survey question to determine any type of 
two demographic group re
demographic details of ethn
primary respondents were 
bachelor’s (42.7%) or a master’s 
setting (53.3%). Each research question is associated wi
questions; findings are presented as follows:
1. Effective School Practices
a. Questions 8, 10, 12, 16
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Cross-Tabulation 
cross-tabulation data patterns. Two 
-tabulated 
data patterns between these 
sponses. The two groups were chosen over other 
icity, education, and educational setting since the 
White (70.1%), female (82.0%), with either a 
Degree (53.9%), and taught in the elementary 
th specific survey 
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2. Teacher Perspective & Personal Influence 
a. Questions 7, 9, 11, 15, 19, 20 
 
3. Leadership Qualities 
a. Questions 13, 14, 17, 18 
 
Effective School Practices 
Question 8 
Table 1 represents the cross tabulation of Question 8 (Which of the 
following would you recommend that your principal address as important to 
support an effective school?) to Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure 
level).  Data are represented in descending order from 1 to 22 according to 
respondents’ ranking of the factors using a scale of  not at all important, 
somewhat important, important, and very important.  There were 93 teachers who 
participated in the survey; however, only 91 teachers answered the question, 
providing for a 97.8% participation rate. Of the 22 factors presented to teachers, 
student discipline had the highest percentage at very important and the lowest 
factor of importance was homework. Therefore, Table I only represents the 
numbers and percentages for factors deemed very important and/or important in 
descending order.  
Age groups. The teachers who identified themselves with the 22 to 35 age 
group (n = 8), ranked 6 of the 22 factors at very important: interviewing, hiring, 
and selection of staff (75%), morale and satisfaction (70.0%), student discipline 
(65.05), finances (57.9%), pedagogy (55.0%), and communication with families 
(55.0%).  The next group who identified themselves with the 36 to 50 (n = 28) 
age cluster ranked 9 of the 22 factors as very important: student discipline 
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(67.9%), morale and employee satisfaction (67.9%), interviewing, hiring, and 
selection of staff (66.7%), new teacher orientation and mentoring (64.3%), 
scheduling (53.6%), finances (53.6%), health, wellness, and safety (53.6%), 
policies and procedures (50.0%), and communication with parents (50.0%). The 
last group of teachers who identified themselves as the 51+ (n = 43) age group 
ranked 6 of the 22 factors as very important: student discipline (79.1%), morale 
and employee satisfaction (65.1%), interviewing, hiring, and selection of staff 
(55.8%), communication with parents (55.8%), establishing curriculum (54.8%), 
and vertical and horizontal curriculum alignment (51.2%). 
All age groups identified four common factors amongst them including 
student discipline, morale and employee satisfaction, interviewing and selection 
of staff, and communication with parents. This indicated that age did not make a 
difference in identifying the top four recommendations of teachers for principal 
effectiveness. The only other factor that was identified by two of the three age 
groups (22 to 35 and 26 to 50) was finance.    
Licensure Level. Of the four common factors mentioned above as 
identified by both age and licensure, Pre-Level I teachers (n = 8) identified the 
factor of morale and employee support as the most important at 87.5%; 
interviewing, hiring, and selection of staff and new teacher orientation and 
mentoring both at 50.0%. The least of their concern was the student discipline 
factor.  
Level I teachers (n = 10) did not rate any of the four highest factors above 
60.0%. They did however rate evaluation of teachers at 80.0% and technology at 
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70.0% indicating that these two factors are their priority for principal 
effectiveness. 
Level II teachers (n = 42) were very concerned about student discipline 
(88.1%), morale and employee support (76.2%), and interviewing, hiring, and 
selection (73.8%). Their lowest ranked factor of the top four was new teacher 
orientation and mentoring with 45.2%.  
Level III teachers (n = 30) also ranked both morale and employee support 
and interviewing, hiring and selection of staff at 51.7% and 53.3% respectively. 
Student discipline (63.3%) and new teacher orientation and mentoring (70.0%) 
seem to outweigh the three for the seasoned teachers. 
Implications. Question 8 was cross-tabulated with the demographics of 
age and licensure for which four common factors emerged: student discipline, 
morale and employee satisfaction, interviewing and selection of staff, and 
communication with parents. The cross-tabulation did not show significant 
differences in choice of the 4 factors between the age and licensure categories 
regarding principals addressing certain factors to support an effective school. 
Table 1 outlines data specific to each factor including the number of teachers for 
each age and licensure category and corresponding percentages.   
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Table 1 
Question 8 
  
Question 8: Which of the following would you recommend that your principal address as important to 
support an effective school? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level 
I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
1. Student 
Discipline 
Very 
Important 
(13) 
65.0% 
(19) 
67.9% 
(34) 
79.1% 
Very 
Important 
(3) 
37.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(37) 
88.1% 
(19) 
63.3% 
2. Morale & 
Employee 
Support 
Very 
Important 
(14) 
70.0% 
(19) 
67.9% 
(28) 
65.1% 
Very 
Important 
(7) 
87.5% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(32) 
76.2% 
(16) 
53.3% 
3. Interviewing 
Hiring, & 
Selection of 
Staff 
Very 
Important 
(15) 
75.0% 
(18) 
66.7% 
(24) 
55.8% 
Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(31) 
73.8% 
(15) 
51.7% 
4. New Teacher 
Orientation 
& Mentoring 
Important (10) 
50.0% 
(18) 
64.3% 
(22) 
51.2% 
Important (4) 
50.0% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(19) 
45.2% 
(21) 
70.0% 
5. Grading Important (11) 
55.0% 
(16) 
57.1% 
(22) 
52.4% 
Somewhat 
Important 
& 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(23) 
54.8% 
(17) 
58.0% 
6. Technology Important (11) 
55.0% 
(13) 
46.4% 
(23) 
54.8% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(3) 
42.9% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(18) 
42.9% 
(19) 
63.3% 
7. Evaluation of 
Teachers 
Important (10) 
50.0% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(22) 
53.7% 
Important (4) 
50.0% 
(8) 
80.0% 
(20) 
48.8% 
(14) 
48.3% 
8. Scheduling Important 
& Very 
Important 
(10) 
50.0% 
(15) 
53.6% 
(24) 
55.8% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(22) 
52.4% 
(18) 
60.0% 
9. Professional 
Development 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(9) 
45.0% 
(13) 
46.4% 
(26) 
60.5% 
Important (5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(20) 
47.6% 
(15) 
50.0% 
10. Lesson 
Planning 
Somewhat 
Important 
& 
Important 
(8) 
40.0% 
(15) 
53.6% 
(25) 
58.1% 
Somewhat 
Important 
& 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(27) 
64.3% 
(15) 
50.0% 
11. District 
Initiatives 
Important (8) 
42.1% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(22) 
52.4% 
Important (4) 
57.1% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(18) 
43.9% 
(17) 
56.7% 
12. Assessment Important (6) 
30.0% 
(13) 
48.1% 
(24) 
58.5% 
Important (4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(17) 
41.5% 
(16) 
57.1% 
13. Finances Important 
& Very 
Important 
(11) 
57.9% 
(15) 
53.6% 
(21) 
48.8% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(3) 
42.9% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(25) 
59.%
% 
(17) 
56.7% 
14. Establishing 
Curriculum 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(9) 
45.0% 
(12) 
42.9% 
(23) 
54.8% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(20) 
47.6% 
(16) 
55.2% 
15. Selecting 
textbooks 
and other 
instructional 
material 
Important (9) 
45.0% 
(13) 
46.4% 
(20) 
46.5% 
Important (3) 
37.5% 
(3) 
30.0% 
(21) 
50.0% 
(15) 
50.0% 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Question 8: Which of the following would you recommend that your principal address as important to 
support an effective school? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level 
I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
16. Health & 
Wellness 
Satisfaction 
Very 
Important 
(14) 
70.0% 
(19) 
67.9% 
(28) 
65.1% 
Important
& Very 
Important  
(4) 
50.0% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(23) 
54.8% 
(15) 
50.0% 
17. Policies & 
Procedures 
Very 
Important 
(8) 
40.0% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(19) 
44.2% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(21) 
50.0% 
(14) 
46.7% 
18. Pedagogy Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(11) 
55.0% 
(15) 
53.6% 
(19) 
46.3% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(3) 
37.5% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(17) 
51.5% 
(16) 
55.2% 
19. Communicati
on with 
Parents 
Very 
Important 
(11) 
55.0% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(24) 
55.8% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(24) 
57.1% 
(15) 
50.0% 
20. Vertical & 
horizontal 
curriculum 
alignment 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(10) 
50.0% 
(11) 
40.7% 
(22) 
51.2% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(21) 
50.0% 
(15) 
50.0% 
21. School 
Improvement 
Plan 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(8) 
40.05
% 
(13) 
46.4% 
(20) 
46.5% 
Important 
& Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(15) 
35.7% 
(15) 
50.0% 
22. Homework Somewhat 
Important 
& 
Important 
(8) 
40.0% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(18) 
42.9% 
Somewhat 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(17) 
41.5% 
(12) 
40.0% 
Total # of 
Participants 
91 20 28 43 90 8 10 42 30 
Note. Data represented only reflects highest ranking factor, percentages and number of respondents for each factor. Total 
number of participants is 93 teachers but only 91 answered the question.   
 
Question 10 
Table 2 represents Question 10 (To what extent are the following 
statements relevant to principal effectiveness?) which is cross-tabulated to 
demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure level). The 
overall survey question participation rate is 97.8% (91:93) for Question 10 and 
Question 1 (age groups); participation rate for Question 10 and Question 5 
(licensure level) is 96.7% (90:93). Question 10 provided 11 statements for 
teachers to rank using a scale of not at all relevant, somewhat relevant, relevant, 
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and very relevant. The table displays the corresponding percentages for only the 
number of teachers who ranked the statements at very relevant and relevant since 
the question only focuses on the relevant statement for principal effectiveness.  
Therefore, data is not representative of the other two rankings of somewhat 
important and not at all important. The statements are presented in descending 
order from #1 to #11 based upon the ranking of the teachers. The number one 
ranked statement teachers identified was conduct and behavior toward staff is 
supportive and encouraging. At the other end of the spectrum, the teachers ranked 
last at number eleven the statement of encouragement to pursue professional 
development to support staff growth is a norm.  Significant findings for age and 
licensure level are presented independently but implications are shared to show 
any patterns between the two demographics and Question 10.  
Age groups. Of the 11 statements presented, conduct and behavior was 
identified as very relevant at 90.0% or 18 out of 20 teachers falling in the 22 to 35 
age range. The 36 to 50 age range indicated that this same factor was very 
relevant at 71.4% or 20 out of 28 teachers. The last age group, 51+, also assigned 
the factor’s relevance at 83.7% or 36 out of 43 teachers. The next very relevant 
statement of the 22 to 35 age group was promoting a positive school culture at 
90.0%; once again, the corresponding groups (36 to 50 and 51+) did not feel as 
strongly as their percentages were both at 67.9% and 67.4%, a difference of 23%. 
Support is recognized and provided and encouragement to pursue professional 
development were both ranked at 70.0%; only the age group of 36 to 50 years did 
not rank these statements high. The exception is the 51+ group who ranked 
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support is recognized and provided at 72.1%. All other statements for the 22 to 35 
age range fell below 60.0% with the lowest statement of common planning time at 
47.6%. 
The 36 to 50 age group identified only four of the 22 statements at 67.0% 
or higher. The identified statements are as follows: conduct and behavior toward 
staff and school grades (71.45%), promoting a positive school culture (67.9%), 
creation of beliefs and values (67.9%), school grades are developed and 
communicated; and expectations are evaluated for growth and accountability at 
67.9%. The remaining seven statements fell below 57.1% with the lowest 
statements at 46.4%, common planning time and having necessary materials.  
The last age group of 51+ teachers ranked 3 of the 22 statements at 70.0% 
or higher. Of the 3, the most relevant statement is conduct and behavior toward 
staff is supportive and encouraging at 83.7%. The succeeding statements of 
cooperative effort (teamwork) among staff members is encouraged and support is 
recognize and provided to teach all students had equal percentages of 72.1%. The 
remaining 8 statements all fell below 57.1%; and although ranked very relevant or 
relevant, the percentages were not considered significant especially for these 
seasoned teachers. So basically, three important key words (conduct, teamwork, 
and support) for a principal from this group are very relevant to principal 
effectiveness. 
Licensure level. For all licensure levels, Pre-Level I (n = 8), Level I (n = 
10), Level II (n = 42), and Level III (n = 30), teachers ranked conduct and 
behavior toward staff at high percentages, from 70.0% to 87.5% based upon their 
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population numbers. The next statement, promoting a positive culture is evident, 
was also ranked by Pre-Level I, Level I & III from 70.0% to 87.5%; but 
surprisingly Level II ranked this statement at 50.0%. The third statement of 
cooperative effort (teamwork) was ranked at 75.0% only by Pre-Level I teachers 
and not the others. The remaining 8 statements of the 11 statements scored below 
65.0% by all licensure levels.  
Implications. For Question 10, it is evident that the age and licensure 
cross-tabulation indicated agreement for the statement conduct and behavior 
toward staff as the percentages ranged from 70.0% to 90.0% across the table. As 
for promoting a positive school culture, most of the categories for age and 
licensure are also evident except for the 51+ age group and the Level I licensure 
group who scored each statement at 67.4% and 50.0% respectively. The 
remaining statements also showed similar comparisons but were ranked low and 
were not considered significant by both demographic groups. An example is the 
statement regular communication; all percentages for age and licensure were in 
the range of 50.0% to 59.5%. Statements that were the most relevant to both age 
and licensure groups were conduct, positive school culture, and teamwork.  
Teachers who participated in this question clearly communicated that these three 
important practices are relevant to a principal’s methods and speak to 
relationships amongst all.    
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Table 2 
Question 10 
 
Question 10: To what extent are the following statements relevant to principal effectiveness?  
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level 
I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
1. Conduct and 
behavior toward 
staff is 
supportive and 
encouraging. 
 
Very 
Relevant 
(18) 
90.0
% 
(20) 
71.4% 
(36) 
83.7% 
Very 
Rele-
vant 
(7) 
87.5
% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(34) 
81.0
% 
(25) 
83.3
% 
2. Promoting a 
positive school 
culture is 
evident and 
encouraged. 
 
Very 
Relevant 
(18) 
90.0
% 
(19) 
67.9% 
(29) 
67.4% 
Very 
Rele-
vant 
(7) 
87.5
% 
(5) 
50% 
(32) 
76.2
% 
(21) 
70.0
% 
3. Cooperative 
effort 
(teamwork) 
among staff 
members is 
encouraged 
 
Very 
Relevant 
(12) 
60.0
% 
(16) 
55.2% 
(31) 
72.1% 
Very 
Rele-
vant & 
Rele-
vant 
(6) 
75.0
% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(29) 
67.4
% 
(20) 
66.7
% 
4. Support is 
recognized and 
provided to 
teach all 
students. 
 
Very 
Relevant 
(14) 
70.0
% 
 
(16) 
53.6% 
 
(31) 
72.1% 
Very 
Rele-
vant 
(5) 
62.5
% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(27) 
64.3
% 
(16) 
53.3
% 
5. Having 
necessary 
materials such as 
textbooks, 
supplies, and 
copy machines 
available as 
needed by staff. 
 
Very 
Relevant 
(11) 
55.0
% 
(13) 
46.4% 
(26) 
60.5% 
Very 
Rele-
vant 
(4) 
50.05 
(5) 
50.0% 
(24) 
57.1
% 
(16) 
53.3
% 
6. Staff members 
are recognized 
for a job well 
done. 
 
Very 
Relevant 
(12) 
57.1
% 
(15) 
53.6% 
(23) 
54.8% 
Very 
Rele-
vant 
(6) 
66.7
% 
(4) 
40.0% 
(24) 
57.1
% 
(15) 
51.7
5 
7. Creation of 
beliefs and 
values regarding 
the mission of 
the school. 
 
Relevant 
(10) 
50.0
% 
(19) 
67.9% 
(19) 
44.2% 
Rele-
vant 
(4) 
50.0
% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(23) 
54.8
% 
(15) 
50.0
% 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Question 10: To what extent are the following statements relevant to principal effectiveness?  
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level 
I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
8. Regular 
supportive 
communication 
regarding 
feedback and 
guidance is 
available and 
encourage. 
 
Very 
Relevant 
& 
Relevant 
(11) 
55.0% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(24) 
57.1% 
Very 
Rele-
vant & 
Rele-
vant 
(4) 
57.1% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(25) 
59.5% 
(16) 
53.3% 
9. Common 
planning time 
is made 
available. 
Very 
Relevant 
(10) 
47.6% 
(13) 
46.4% 
(21) 
46.7% 
Very 
Rele-
vant & 
Rele-
vant 
(5) 
62.5% 
(4) 
36.4% 
(20) 
47.6% 
(15) 
46.9% 
10. School 
grades are 
developed and 
communicated, 
expectations 
are evaluated 
for growth and 
accountability. 
 
Relevant (10) 50.0% 
(19) 
67.9% 
(19) 
44.2% 
Rele-
vant 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(17) 
39.5% 
(15) 
50.0% 
11. Encourage-
ment to pursue 
professional 
development to 
support staff 
growth is a 
norm. 
 
Very 
Relevant 
& 
Relevant 
(14) 
70.0% 
(16) 
57.1% 
(21) 
50.0% 
Very 
Rele-
vant & 
Rele-
vant 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(22) 
53.7% 
(17) 
56.7% 
Total # of 
Participants 91 20 28 43 90 8 10 42 30 
 
Question 12 
Table 3 represents Question 12 (Which factor do you believe is most 
important regarding principal effectiveness?) that is cross-tabulated to 
demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure level). The 
overall survey question participation rate is 97.8% (91:93). For Question 12 to 
Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure level) the participation rate is 
96.7% (90:93).  Specific, age group representation for the 22 to 35 years is 20 
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teachers, the 36 to 50 years is 28 teachers, and the 51+ years is 43 teachers for a 
total of 91 teachers and 2 skipping the question. Licensure level categories 
representation has 8 teachers for Pre-Level I, 10 teachers for Level I, 42 teachers 
for Level II, and 30 teachers for Level III, for a total of 90 teachers participating 
in the question and 3 teachers skipping the question, for a total of 93 teachers 
accessing the question.  
The data only represents the highest choice percentages of the factors 
identified by the teachers using a scale of very important and important but does 
not represent somewhat important and not at all important.  The 13 factors 
presented for Question 12 are identified in the table beginning with the highest 
factor to the lowest factor. The highest factor for teachers was school morale and 
the least identified factor was knowledge of district initiatives for both 
demographic categories of age and licensure.  
Age groups. The 22 to 35 age grouping consisted of 20 teachers. This 
group of teachers identified school morale (80.0% or 16:20 teachers), focus on 
academic achievement (66.7% or 14:20 teachers), and networking with parents 
and community (65.0% or 13:20 teachers) as their top 3 factors of the 13 
presented. The percentage scores for the remaining 10 factors all fell below 60.0% 
with the lowest percentage at 40.0% for implementation of a school improvement 
plan/process.  Teachers’ overall emphasis per their factor choices indicated that 
teachers, students, parents, and community emphasis are important regarding 
principal effectiveness. 
76 
The 36 to 50 years group determined that only 3 of the 13 factors were 
very important per percentages allotted to school morale (81.5% or 22:28 
teachers), focus on academic achievement (78.6% or 22:28 teachers), and 
attendance (65.5% or 19:28 teachers). Of the 3 factors named, 2 of the 3, school 
morale and focus on academic achievement, were also identified by the 22 to 35 
age group. One factor, school morale, was identified by the 51+ age group. The 
only factor not identified by the younger and older category was attendance. This 
middle group of teachers’ percentages for the remaining 10 factors was at 58.6% 
and lower. The least important factor choice by teachers was response to 
employee discipline for ineffectiveness at 44.4% or 12 out of 28 teachers. This 
middle group of teachers’ overall ranking of the 13 factors, when summarized, 
shows concern for school morale (relationships) and academic achievement, 
which also aligns with attendance.    
The age cluster of 51+ years is the biggest responder to the question as the 
participants numbered 43 teachers in comparison to the other two age groups. 
This group identified school morale at 76.2% or 32 out of 43 teachers as their 
highest choice factor out of the 13 presented for the question. The next item 
recognized by this group was safe and orderly environment at 64.3% or 27 out of 
43 teachers picking this item. The remaining 11 factors were not significant to this 
group as percentage calculations were 58.6% or lower. The lowest factors 
identified had percentages of 47.6%: networking with parents and community, 
collaboration with colleagues, and response to employee discipline for 
ineffectiveness.  These less than 50.0% percentages were not surprising as this 
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older group is pretty much set in their ways and usually do not extend themselves 
beyond their comfort level in comparison to their younger peers. Moreover, this 
older group of teachers stresses a safe and orderly environment as it pertains to 
discipline and school-wide morale as it pertains to the relationship emphasis.  
Licensure Level. Pre-Level I teachers (8) determined school morale 
(87.5% or 7 teachers), administration of managerial duties (75.0% or 6 teachers), 
response to employee discipline (87.5% or 7 teachers), and knowledge of district 
initiatives (87.5% or 7 teachers), as very important or important. The interesting 
finding here is although the percentages of rankings for the factors were 75.0% 
and higher, the latter three factors were sorted at number 9, 10, and 13. School 
morale was also a common factor for all other licensure levels, I, II, and III. The 
other three factors identified for this licensure level were not significant for the 
other three licensure levels. Per the data, this licensure level is usually those 
teachers who are beginning their careers in education and have identified or 
concerned themselves with infrastructure components of the school and/or the 
broader picture of school functions.  
Level I teachers (10) identified only 2 of the 13 factors presented at 
70.0%, school morale and focus on academic achievement.  The remaining 11 
factors’ percentages posted at 60.0% and lower. The least percentage was ranked 
by four teachers or 40% to  response to employee recognition for effectiveness. 
School morale and focus on academic achievement were also important as 
identified by the Level I teachers, and also the Level II teachers. However, for the 
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Pre-Level I and Level III teachers, school morale and focus on academic 
achievement were not so important.   
Level II teachers (33) were the biggest group in comparison to the other 
three licensure levels, respectively. This group ranked 4 out of the 13 factors at 
very important with percentages of 80.5% to 71.4%: school morale, focus on 
academic achievement, attendance, and safe and orderly environment. Two of 
these factors (morale & academic achievement) were also recognized by Level I 
but not Pre-Level I or Level III. Of the 9 remaining factors ranked by these 
teachers, knowledge of district initiatives was last at 41.5% or 17 of the 42 
teachers represented for this group.  
Level III licensure teachers (30) selected school morale (75.9% or 22 
teachers) and having a clear and focused vision (62.1% or 18 teachers) as their 
highest factor percentages wherein the latter factor came in at the sixth position.  
Only school morale was the common factor across the licensure levels. All other 
factor percentages were calculated at 58.6% and below with the lowest at 41.4% 
or 12 teachers who identified networking with parents and community as the least 
important factor regarding principal effectiveness based upon the percentage 
assigned.  The data output from this set of teachers is impacted by school morale 
overall, and most likely this is because of their age and length of time spent in the 
school system as they are academic leads per their licensure assignment.  
Implications. Across the age groupings and licensure levels for teachers 
regarding Question 12, school morale was identified as the #1 factor most 
important regarding principal effectiveness. Focus on academic achievement was 
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the next very important factor agreed upon by two age clusters, 22 to 35 and 36 to 
50 years and licensure Levels I and II. The only other factor agreed upon by one 
age group (51+ years) and one licensure level (Level II) was attendance. The 
remaining factors presented for Question 12 were not considered or identified for 
any of the age groups or licensure levels. The implication here is overall school 
morale and academic achievement and attendance are the most important factors 
teachers believe reflect principal effectiveness per Question 12.   
Table 3 
Question 12 
 
Question 12: Which factor do you believe is most important regarding principal effectiveness?  
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
(n = 20) 
36-50 
Years 
(n = 
28) 
51+ 
Years 
(n = 3) Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
(n = 8) 
Level 
I 
(n = 10) 
Level 
II 
(n = 
4) 
Level 
III 
(n = 
30) 
1. School 
morale Very 
Important 
(16) 
80.0% 
(22) 
81.5% 
(32) 
76.2% 
Very 
Important 
(7) 
87.5% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(33) 
80.5
% 
(22) 
75.9% 
2. Focus 
on 
academic 
achieve-
ment 
Very 
Important 
(14) 
66.7% 
(22) 
78.6% 
(24) 
57.1% 
Very 
Important 
(5) 
55.6% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(30) 
71.4
% 
(17) 
58.6% 
3. 
Attend-
ance 
Very 
Important 
(11) 
55.0% 
(19) 
65.5% 
(24) 
57.1% 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(5) 
62.5% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(30) 
71.4
% 
(15) 
50.05 
4. Safe 
and 
orderly 
environ-
ment 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(11) 
52.4% 
(15) 
53.6% 
(27) 
64.3% 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
45.5% 
(30) 
71.4
% 
(17) 
58.6% 
5. Know-
ledge of 
best 
practices 
Very 
Important 
(11) 
57.9% 
(16) 
57.1% 
(22) 
52.4% 
Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(22) 
53.75 
(16) 
55.2% 
6. 
Having a 
clear and 
focused 
vision 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(10) 
50.0% 
(17) 
58.6% 
(23) 
54.8% 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(5) 
62.5% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(24) 
55.8
% 
(18) 
62.1% 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Question 12: Which factor do you believe is most important regarding principal effectiveness?  
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
(n = 
20) 
36-50 
Years 
(n = 
28) 
51+ 
Years 
(n = 3) Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
(n = 8) 
Level 
I 
(n = 
10) 
Level 
II 
(n = 
4) 
Level 
III 
(n = 
30) 
7. Network-
ing with 
parents and 
community 
Very 
Important 
(13) 
65.0
% 
(15) 
55.6
% 
(20) 
47.6
% 
Very 
Important 
(4) 
50.0
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(25) 
61.0
% 
(12) 
41.4% 
8. Collab-
oration with 
colleagues 
Very 
Important 
(12) 
60.0
% 
(14) 
50.0
% 
(20) 
47.6
% 
Important 
(5) 
62.5
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(29) 
69.0
% 
(13) 
44.8% 
9. Adminis-
tration of 
managerial 
duties 
(finance, 
building 
mainten-
ances, food 
services, 
etc.) 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(12) 
57.1
% 
(14) 
50.0
% 
(21) 
50.0
% 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(6) 
75.0
% 
(6) 
54.5
% 
(28) 
66.7
% 
(16) 
55.2% 
10. Re-
sponse to 
employee 
discipline 
for 
ineffective-
ness 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(10) 
50.0
% 
(12) 
44.4
% 
(24) 
58.5
% 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(7) 
87.5
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(26) 
65.0
% 
(13) 
44.8% 
11. Re-
sponse to 
employee 
recognition 
for 
effective-
ness 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(10) 
50.0
% 
(15) 
55.6
% 
(20) 
47.6
% 
Very 
Important 
& 
Important 
(5) 
62.5
% 
(4) 
40.0
% 
(23) 
56.1
% 
(15) 
51.7% 
12. 
Implement-
ation of a 
school 
Improve-
ment 
plan/process 
Important 
(8) 
40.0
5 
(14) 
50.0
% 
(22) 
51.2
% 
Important 
(4) 
50.0
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(21) 
50.0
% 
(13) 
43.3% 
13. Know-
ledge of 
district 
initiatives 
Important 
(8) 
42.1
% 
(13) 
44.8
5 
(21) 
50.0
% 
Important 
(7) 
87.5
% 
(5) 
45.5
% 
(17) 
41.5
% 
(13) 
44.8%  
Total # of 
Participants 91 20 28 43 90 8 10 42 30 
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Question 16 
Table 4 represents Question 16 (To what extent do you believe each of the 
following factors are important to the development of an effective principal?) was 
cross-tabulated against demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 
(licensure levels). Total number of teacher accessing the question was 93 but only 
90 teachers answered the question. For the demographic categories of age and 
licensure 89 out of 90 teachers answered the question. Question 16 presented 7 
factors to teachers to rank from very important to not at all important; and the 
data re presented in descending order from the highest to lowest rated factor. It is 
important to note that although the factors are presented in descending order, only 
the choices of very important and important are presented.  The demographic age 
group of 22 to 35 consisted of 20 teachers, 36-50 consisted of 28 teachers, and 
51+ consisted of 42 teachers, respectively. The demographic numbers for 
licensure levels entailed 8 teachers for Pre-Level I, 10 teachers for Level I, 42 
teachers for Level II, and 29 teachers for Level III.  Data are presented by age, 
licensure, and implication/summary. 
Age groups. The group 22 to 35 years age contained 20 teachers, and 
these teachers identified 2 factors of the 7 as significant to the development of an 
effective principal. The first of the two factors was promoting good work habits 
and self-discipline (65% or 13:20 teachers), the second being encouraging 
academic excellence (70.0% or 14:20 teachers). As for ranking, although the 
second factor cited has a 5.0% percentage advantage, it was chosen as the second 
significant factor of the 7 chosen by this group.  Promoting good work habits and 
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self-discipline was also identified at the 51+ group but not by the 36 to 50 
grouping. The second factor, encouraging academic excellence, was important for 
all age groups with percentages at 70.5%, 64.3%, and 68.3% respectively.  
Age group 36-50 years found encouraging academic excellence (64.3% or 
18:28 teacher) and promoting personal growth (58.6% or 17:28 teachers) with the 
highest factor percentages. Promoting personal growth was the third highest 
percentage for this group but came in fourth overall in the table. The last factor 
for this age group was district initiatives at 39.3% or 11 out of 28 teachers, which 
was also in agreement with the other two age groups. 
The grouping 51+ years identified promoting good work habits (78.0% or 
32:42 teachers), encouraging academic excellence (68.3% or 28:42 teachers), and 
building basic literacy skills in content areas (64.3% or 27:42 teachers) as the top 
three important factors for the development of an effective principal. The district 
initiatives factor (47.6% or 20:42 teachers) was chosen as the least important 
supporting factor to the development of the principal by teachers. Of these 4 
factors mentioned, encouraging academic excellence and district initiatives were 
identified across the other two age groups as well. 
Licensure Level. Pre-Level I teachers picked promoting good work habits 
and self-discipline (75.0% or 6:8 teachers), building basic literacy skills in 
content areas (75.0% or 6:8 teachers), and promoting multicultural awareness 
and understanding (87.0% or 7:8 teachers) as their top 3 choices. Promoting good 
work habits and self-discipline was also preferred by Level I and II teachers and 
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building basic literacy skills in content areas corresponded with Level III 
teachers.  
Level I teachers consisted of 10 teachers wherein they picked only 2 of the 
7 factors presented as very important based upon the percentages of 80.0% and 
higher. The factors picked were promoting good work habits and self-discipline 
(80.0% or 8:10 teachers) and encouraging academic excellence (90.0% or 9:10 
teachers). The least important factor for this licensure level was district initiatives 
(30.0% or 3:10 teachers).  Promoting good work habits and self-discipline 
corresponded to Pre-Level I and Level II teacher choices. Similarly, the least 
important factor choice of district initiatives was also identified by Level II and 
III licensure levels but not the Pre-Level I licensed teachers.  
Level II consisted of 42 teachers, the largest grouping of all four licensure 
levels. Similar to Level I, Level II also picked promoting good work habits and 
self-discipline (76.7% or 33:42 teachers) and encouraging academic excellence 
(69.0% or 29:42 teachers). The least important factor choice was district 
initiatives (50.0% or 21:42 teachers).  The remaining factors all fell below 61.9% 
and are not mentioned but are referenced in the table. 
Level III consisted of 29 teachers and was the second largest grouping for 
the licensure levels. The only noteworthy factor identified and presented here for 
this group is based on the highest percentage given to building basic literacy skills 
in content areas (69.0% or 20:29 teachers). All other factors were rated at 64.3% 
and lower, with the lowest factor choice of district initiatives at 37.9% or 11 out 
of 29 teachers.  The factors chosen by this group did not correspond with any of 
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the other licensure levels except the least important factor which did correspond 
with Level I and II but not the Pre-Level I licensure levels. Based on the 
percentages assigned by this seasoned group of teachers to each of the factors 
presented, it was determined that the factors did not significantly impact their 
attitude or perspective regarding principal effectiveness.  
Implications. Of the 7 factors presented for Question 16 (To what extent 
do you believe each of the following factors are important to the development of 
an effective principal?) and demographic Question 1 (age group) and Question 5 
(licensure level), the highest factor choice was promoting good work habits and 
self-discipline. This particular factor was also identified at high percentages for 
both the 22 to 35 and 51+ age groupings, which also correlated to Pre-Level I, 
Level I, and Level II groups. The next factor identified by both groups of age and 
licensure was encouraging academic excellence; however, on the licensure end, 
only Level I  and Level II agreed with the age groups. As for the least identified 
factor amongst the two demographic groups, district initiatives was picked by all 
3 age groups and 3 of the 4 licensure groups, the exception being Pre-Level I.  
Overall, only 2 of the 7 factors were identified by the majority of the age and 
licensure groups to the development of an effective principal. In retrospect, after 
reviewing the data, I believe this question and the factors presented did not 
present well and could have been eliminated. 
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Table 4 
Question 16 
 
Question 16: To what extent do you believe each of the following factors are important to the 
development of an effective principal? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
1. Promoting 
good work 
habits and 
self-
discipline 
Very 
Import
-ant 
(13) 
65.0
% 
(17) 
58.6
% 
(32) 
78.0
% 
Very 
Impor
tant 
& 
Impor
tant 
(6) 
75.0
% 
(8) 
80.0
% 
(33) 
76.7
% 
(18) 
64.3% 
2. Encourag-
ing 
academic 
excellence 
Very 
Import
-ant 
(14) 
70.0
% 
(18) 
64.3
% 
(28) 
68.3
% 
Very 
Impor
tant 
& 
Impor
tant 
(5) 
62.5
% 
(9) 
90.0
% 
(29) 
69.0
% 
(18) 
64.3% 
3. Building 
basic 
literacy 
skills in 
content areas 
(reading, 
math, 
science, 
social 
studies) 
Very 
Import
-ant 
(10) 
50.0
% 
(14) 
50.0
% 
(27) 
64.3
% 
Very 
Impor
tant 
& 
Impor
tant 
(6) 
75.0
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(23) 
54.8
% 
(20) 
69.0% 
4. Promoting 
personal 
growth (self-
esteem, self-
knowledge) 
Very 
Import
-ant 
(10) 
50.0
% 
(18) 
64.3
% 
(23) 
54.8
% 
Very 
Impor
tant 
& 
Impor
tant 
(5) 
62.5
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(26) 
61.9
% 
(15) 
51.7% 
5. Promoting 
moral values 
Very 
Import
-ant 
(10) 
50.0
% 
(15) 
53.6
% 
(22) 
52.4
% 
Very 
Impor
tant 
& 
Impor
tant 
(5) 
62.5
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(21) 
50.0
% 
(15) 
51.7% 
6. Promoting 
multicultural 
awareness 
and 
understand-
ing 
Import
-ant 
(11) 
55.0
% 
(14) 
50.05 
(20) 
47.6
% 
Very 
Impor
tant 
& 
Impor
tant 
(7) 
87.5
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(21) 
50.0
% 
(14) 
48.3% 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Question 16: To what extent do you believe each of the following factors are important to the 
development of an effective principal? 
Function Rank 
22-35 
Years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level 
I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II Level III 
7. District 
Initiatives 
Import
-ant 
(8) 
38.1
% 
(11) 
39.3
% 
(20) 
47.6
% 
Impor
tant 
& 
Some
what 
Impor
tant 
(6) 
66.7
% 
(3) 
30.0
% 
(21) 
50.0
% 
(11) 
37.9% 
Total # of 
Participants 
90 20 28 42 89 8 10 42 29 
 
Teacher Perspectives and Personal Influence 
Question 7 
Table 5 is representative of Question 7 (Is it important to you if your 
principal asks your opinion about his/her effectiveness?) cross-tabulated to 
demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure levels). The table 
shows only the highest ranking percentages for the question at the very important 
and important choices and does not represent the choices of somewhat important 
or not at all important.  The overall question participation is 93 teachers but only 
96.7% or 90 out of 93 answered for age group section and 95.6% or 89 out of 93 
at the licensure level section, respectively. Total participation at 100% is due to 
teachers skipping the question entirely but did view the question as was 
allowable.  
Age groups. Group 22 to 35 years had 20 teachers participate in the 
question with 9 or 45.0% indicating that it was important for the principal to ask 
their opinion regarding principal effectiveness. The group  36 to 50 years  
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consisted of 28 teachers whose percentage was 46.4% or 13 out of 28 teachers 
ranking the question at very important and important. The last age group, 51+ 
years, had 42 teachers with 23 or 54.8% answering the question at very important 
and important.  Of the three groups, only the 51+ age group provided the highest 
percentage at 54.8%, whereas the other two ranked the question below 50.0%. 
Licensure level. The demographic grouping of the four licensure levels 
had 89 teachers overall participate in the question. This grouping had teachers 
participating at Pre-Level I (7), Level I (10), Level II (42), and Level III (30). All 
4 licensure levels rated the question at important based on the choices of very 
important, important, somewhat important and not at all important. The question 
percentages for each licensure level were Pre-Level I (42.9% or 3:7 teachers), 
Level I (50.0% or 5:10 teachers), Level II (42.9% or 18:42 teachers), and Level 
III (60.0% or 18:30 teachers). The only high percentage within this demographic 
grouping is the Level III group; whereas, the other groups did not rank this 
question significantly high with the percentages falling below 50.0%.  
Implication. One commonality between the two demographic groups is 
the percentages were 60.0% and lower with the lowest percentage being 42.9%. 
This ranking indicated that teachers were not concerned about whether the 
principal asked for their opinion regarding if principal effectiveness was 
significant, except for the 51+ age group and the Level III licensed teachers who 
are one and the same. This group of teachers are the seasoned bunch and certainly 
believe their opinion matters but not entirely since the percentage was only at 
60.0%; and if it were a higher percentage of 75.0%, then maybe this would hold 
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some importance. Lastly, in introspect, based upon the percentages assigned by 
the teachers to the question, Question 7 could have been eliminated. 
Table 5 
Question 7 
 
Question 7: Is it important to you if your principal asks your opinion about his/her 
effectiveness? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II Level III 
 Very 
Import-
ant & 
Import-
ant 
(9) 
45.0
% 
(13) 
46.4% 
(23) 
54.8% 
Import-
ant 
(3) 
42.9% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(18) 
42.9% 
(18) 
60.0% 
Partici-
pants 90 20 28 42 89 7 10 42 30 
 
Question 9 
Table 6 speaks to Question 9 (Do you believe that your opinion about your 
principal influences the school climate?) as cross-tabulated to demographic 
Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure levels). The total number of 
teacher participants was 90 out of 93 or 96.7% with 3 out of 93 teachers or 3.2% 
skipping the question.  The 22 to 35 age grouping consisted of 20 teachers, the 
36-50 age grouping of 28 teachers, and the 51+ age grouping of 42 teachers. As 
for the licensure level demographics, Pre-Level I consisted of 8 teachers, Level I 
at 10 teachers, Level II at 41 teachers, and Level III at 30 teachers. Overall, 89 out 
of 93 teachers participated in the question for the licensure level grouping. 
Teachers choices were based on a scale of strongly agree, agree, disagree, and 
strongly disagree.  
Age groups. In the age category for the 22 to 35 year old teachers, 55.0% 
or 11out of 20 teachers agreed that their opinion of their principal influenced the 
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school climate. The next grouping for the 36 to 50 year old teachers indicated that 
50.0% or 14 out of 20 teachers agreed their opinion regarding the principal 
influenced the school climate. The last grouping and the most experienced of the 
teachers, per se, 51+ years, consisted of 42 teachers and 54.8% or 23 out of 42 
teachers agrees that their opinion of the principal influences the school climate. 
Overall, the data suggested a similar percentage rating across the age groups 
ranging from 50.0% to 55.0%, thereby indicating only half the teachers for each 
category agreed with the question and the other half of the teachers determined 
another scale choice.  
Licensure level. The category for Pre-Level I had 8 teachers with 62.5% 
or 5 out of 8 teachers agreeing that their opinion of their principal influenced the 
school climate. In the Level I category, 60.0% or 6 out of 10 teachers agreed that 
their opinion regarding the principal influenced the school climate. As for the 
Level II category, 48.8% or 20 out of 41 teachers agreed with the question. The 
last category is the most experienced teachers, who possess a Level III license, 
had 56.7% or 17 out of 30 teachers who agreed their opinion of the principal 
influenced the school climate. Overall, the data indicated that Pre-Level I and 
Level I licensed teachers had similar percentage ratings of 62.5% and 60.0%; and  
Level II and Level III teacher percentages were comparable to one another as 
well, but were rated lower at 48.8% and 56.7%. Basically, these percentages 
indicated that the novice teacher per their licensure level assignment agreed with 
the question with a little more than half their populations and the more 
90 
experienced teachers ranked the question with less than half of their teacher 
population.  
Implications. The pattern between the two demographic group percentage 
ratings ranged from 48.8% to 62.5% across the groupings of age and licensure. 
This implication suggests that a little more than half of the teachers agree their 
opinion influences the school climate. Additionally, the age group of 36 to 50 
years and the Level II licensure level teachers had similar percentages of 50.0% 
and 48.8% with a difference of 2.2% percentage. This same pattern held true for 
the age group of 51+ years and the Level III licensure level teachers with 
percentages of 54.8% and 56.7% with a difference of 1.9%. The age group of 22 
to 35 years and the Pre-Level I level and Level I licensure level had a greater 
difference in percentages from 55.0% versus 60.0% to 62.5% with a difference of 
5.0% to 7.0%. Therefore, indicating the younger grouping for age and licensure 
level percentages corresponded and the older age groups and licensure levels 
correlated. Overall, I believe this question did not significantly impact the 
teachers’ opinion since there were no significant percentages of low or high for 
either demographic group for age or licensure. This question could also be 
eliminated and/or reworded to strive for greater percentage response. Nonetheless, 
the data provided is valuable to this researcher on a broader level and perspective.  
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Table 6 
Question 9 
 
Question 9: Do you believe that your opinion about your principal influences the school 
climate? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
 
Agree (11) 55.0% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(23) 
54.8% Agree 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(20) 
48.8% 
(17) 
56.7% 
Total # of 
Participants 90 20 28 42 89 8 10 41 30 
 
Question 11 
Table 7 speaks to Question 11 (To what extent do you agree or disagree 
that a teacher plays a role in shaping an effective principal?) as cross-tabulated to 
demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure levels). The total 
number of teacher participants accessing the question was 93, with 91 out of 93 
teachers answering the question, at 97.8%; and 2 out of 93 teachers or 2.1% 
skipped the question.  The age group had 91 out of 93 participants with 20 
teachers at 22 to 35 years, 28 teachers for the 36 to 50 years, and 43 teachers for 
the 51+ years. As for the licensure level, Pre-Level I consisted of 8 teachers, 
Level I at 10 teachers, Level II at 42 teachers, and Level III at 30 teachers. 
Overall, 90 out of 93 teachers or 96.7% participated in the question for the 
licensure level grouping. Teachers’ choices were based on a scale of strongly 
agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree, for which only the highest ranking 
choice, agree, is presented for Table 7.  
Age groups. The 22 to 35 year cluster consisted of 20 teachers at 70.0% 
or 14 out of 20 teachers; the 36-50 year cluster had 28 teachers at 39.3% or 11 out 
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of 28 teachers; and the last cluster, 51+ years, had 43 teachers at 55.8% or 24 out 
of 43 teachers who agreed that a teacher plays a role in shaping an effective 
principal. The data indicated all three clusters had very different opinions 
regarding their role, as the percentages across the age groups ranged from 39.3% 
to 70.0%. The youngest group had the highest percentage, whereas the middle 
group had the lowest percentage, and the eldest group’s percentage was in the 
middle. The percentage difference between the 22 to 35 and the 36 to 50 groups is 
30.7% and the difference between the 36 and 50 and 51+ groups is 16.5%. The 
difference between the youngest and eldest group is 14.2%.  
Licensure level. The category for Pre-Level I had 8 teachers with 50.0% 
or 4 out of 8 teachers. Level I had 10 teachers with 60.0% or 6 out of 10 teachers. 
Level II had 42 teachers with 52.4% or 22 out of 42 teachers, and Level III had 30 
teachers at 56.7% or 17 out of 30 teachers who agreed teachers play a role in 
shaping an effective principal. Data indicated that Pre-Level I, Level II, and Level 
III had similar percentages in the 50.0% to 56.0% range except Level I licensed 
teachers who rated the question at 60.0%.  The only significant difference 
between the licensure levels percentages between Pre-Level I and Level I teachers 
was 10.0%. More importantly, I believe there were not significant differences 
regarding the question for this demographic category against Question 11 (To 
what extent do you agree or disagree that a teacher plays a role in shaping an 
effective principal?) since only half of the teachers for each licensure level 
responded.  
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Implications. The age and licensure level showed only the 22 to 35 age 
groups agreeing with three-fourths of its population in comparison to the other 
age groups along with the 4 licensure levels that a teacher plays a role in shaping 
an effective principal. The closest comparison between age and licensure level is 
the 51+ group’s percentage of 55.8% to all 3 of the 4 licensure levels: Pre-level I 
(50.0%), Level II (52.4%), and Level III (56.7%). Therefore, the cross-tabulation 
did not show any astounding percentage points regarding teachers’ opinions 
regarding their role to support and build capacity for a principal.   
Table 7 
Question 11 
 
Question 11: To what extent do you agree or disagree that a teacher plays a role in 
shaping an effective principal? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II Level III 
 
Agree (14) 70.0% 
(11) 
39.3% 
(24) 
55.8% Agree 
(4) 
50.0% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(22) 
52.4% 
(17) 
56.7% 
Total # of 
Participants 91 20 28 43 90 8 10 42 30 
 
Question 15 
Table 8 reflects Question 15 (To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
you have the influence to shape a principal through your own leadership 
qualities?) as cross-tabulated to demographic Question 1 (age groups) and 
Question 5 (licensure levels). Total number of teacher participants was 88 out of 
93 or 94.6% and 5out of 93 teachers or 1.0% skipped the question.  The 
demographic age group had 88 participants with 20 teachers at 22 to 35 years, 27 
teachers for the 36 to 50 years, and 41 teachers for the 51+ years. As for the 
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licensure level demographic question, Pre-Level I consisted of 7 teachers, Level I 
at 10 teachers, Level II at 42 teachers, and Level III at 28 teachers. Overall, 87 out 
of 93 teachers or 93.5% participated in the question for the licensure level 
grouping. Teachers utilized a scale of strongly agree, agree, disagree, and 
strongly disagree, which only the choice of agree is presented for Table 8.  
Age groups. The 22 to 35 year cluster consists of 20 teachers (55.0% or 
11:20); the 36 to 50 year cluster had 27 teachers (40.7% or 11:27); and the last 
cluster, 51+ years, had 41 teachers (53.7% or 22:88). Data for the 22 to 35 
(55.0%) and 51+ (53.7%) age groups were similar in their ranking with only a 
1.3% difference between the two. As for the 36 to 50 (40.7%) age group, the 
difference was greater with a 15.0% difference. The age cluster percentages did 
not significantly show that teachers believed they had an influence in shaping a 
principal through their own leadership qualities since the percentages were not 
higher than 55.0%. Another interesting point is 88 teachers participated in the 
question, whereas the other questions presented in the survey had 90 teachers or 
more participating.    
Licensure level. The category for Pre-Level I had 3 teachers (50.0% or 
3:7), Level I had 10 teachers (50.0% or 5:10), Level II had 42 teachers (42.9% or 
18:42), and Level III had 28 teachers (60.0% or 17:28) teachers who agreed 
teachers have the influence to shape a principal through their own leadership 
qualities. Pre-Level I and Level II had identical percentages (42.9%); Level I 
(50.0%) and Level III (60.0%), a percentage difference of 10.0% between Level I 
and Level III. The 87 teachers who answered this question were deemed the 
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lowest in comparison to the participation for all other questions that were part of 
the survey.  
Implications. The age and licensure level demographic comparisons 
showed the 36 to 50 age group, Pre-Level I, and Level II falling within the 40.7% 
to 42.9% range. The 22 to 35 and 51+ age groups was comparable to the Level I 
licensure group with percentages ranging from 50.0% to 55.0%. The only high 
percentage across the 3 age groups and the 4 licensure groups was Level III at 
60.0%. Therefore, the cross–tabulation showed Level III teachers agreed that their 
leadership qualities influence and shape a principal but the other categories did 
not show a significant percentage to indicate so. This is not surprising as this 
category (Level III) is the most experienced teachers who are also considered 
leaders in their own right by their licensure assignment. Lastly, this question’s 
participation percentage of 94.6% or 88 out of 93 teachers with 5 skipping the 
question was the lowest of all the other questions presented in the survey.  
Table 8 
Question 15 
 
Question 15: To what extent do you agree or disagree that you have the influence to 
shape a principal through your own leadership qualities? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II Level III 
 Agree & 
Disagree 
(11) 
55.0% 
(11) 
40.7% 
(22) 
53.7% Agree 
(3) 
42.9% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(18) 
42.9% 
(17) 
60.0% 
Total # of 
Participants 88 20 27 41 87 7 10 42 28 
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Question 19 
Table 9 reflects Question 19 (To what extent do you feel the principal 
values your input in the decision making process?) as cross-tabulated to 
demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure levels). Total 
number of teacher participants overall was 91 out of 93 or 97.8%, and 2 out of 93 
teachers or 2.1% skipped the question.  The age group cluster had 91 participants 
overall with 20 teachers at 22 to 35 years, 28 teachers for the 36 to 50 years, and 
43 teachers for the 51+ years. As for the licensure level, Pre-Level I consisted of 8 
teachers, Level I at 10 teachers, Level II at 42 teachers, and Level III at 30 
teachers. Overall, 96.7% or 90 out of 93 teachers participated in the question for 
the licensure level grouping. Teachers’ choice of ranking was based on a scale of 
a great deal, a lot, a moderate amount, a little, and none at all, for which the 
highest ranking choice for a moderate amount is presented in Table 9.  
Age groups. The 22 to 35 age cluster consisted of 20 teachers (35.0% or 
7:20); the 36 to 50 age cluster had 28 teachers (32.1% or 9:28); and the last 
cluster, 51+, had 43 teachers (30.2% or 13:43). Data for all three age groups were 
similar in their ranking from 30.2% to35.0% with a difference of only 4.8%. The 
age cluster percentages did not significantly show that teachers felt their principal 
valued their input in the decision-making process.  This data also indicates to a 
principal teachers believe their input is only valued at a moderate amount and that 
this important red flag should be recognized regarding effective leadership.    
Licensure level. The category for Pre-Level I had 8 teachers (25.0% or 
2:8), Level I had 10 teachers (50.0% or 5:10), Level II had 42 teachers (31.0% or 
97 
13:42), and Level III had 30 teachers (26.7% or 8:30) teachers who indicated that 
at a moderate amount they felt the principal valued their input in the decision-
making process. Pre-Level I and Level III had similar percentages of 25.0% and 
26.7%. Percentages for Level I at 50.0% and Level II at 31.0% were very 
different from each other with a difference of 19.0%. The only high percentage to 
speak to is that of the Level I teachers, and this may be that they are new teachers 
and bring many ideals to the table in comparison to their peers regarding decision-
making. As for the other categories, the principal may not take the Pre-Level I 
teachers’ input as valuable since they are at the very novice level. As for the other 
two, Levels II and III, the principal may be dealing with trust, possible resistance, 
and/or still has not established rapport with these teachers. This question could be 
further explored through qualitative means to determine why these teachers feel 
the principal values their input in the decision-making process at such low 
percentages. I believe this is an important issue for a principal because you do 
need teacher input to establish relationships and positive gains as far as leadership 
is concern. 
Implications. The only age and licensure level demographic comparisons 
showed all three age groups and Level II for licensure having similar range 
percentages of 30.0% to 35.0%.  The highest of all percentages across the age and 
licensure level groups was the Level I teachers with 50.0%, but again this may be 
due to the principal placing a bit more value regarding their input from these 
teachers since they are new and bring a different perspective to the table than the 
Level II and III more experienced teachers. This question was interesting because 
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I would have thought the principal would be more inclined to value the input of 
the more experienced teachers but the data says otherwise. Also, this question is 
important for a principal to realize as it really speaks to relationships that can 
affect leadership dynamics and effectiveness. 
Table 9 
Question 19 
 
Question 19: To what extent do you feel the principal values your input in the decision-
making process?? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II Level III 
 
A moderate 
amount 
(7) 
35.05 
(9) 
32.15 
(13) 
30.2% 
A 
moderate 
amount 
(2) 
25.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(13) 
31.0% (8) 26.7% 
Total # of 
Participants 91 20 28 43 90 8 10 42 30 
 
Question 20 
Table 10 reflects Question 20 (Do you feel your strengths as a teacher are 
being utilized efficiently by the principal?) as cross-tabulated to demographic 
Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure levels). Overall 93 teachers 
accessed the question, 91 out of 93 or 97.8% answered the question; and 2 out of 
93 teachers or 2.1% skipped the question.  The age group cluster as a whole had 
91out of 93 or 97.8% participants. The age group 22 to 35 consisted of 28 
teachers, 36 to 50 years consisted of 43 teachers, and the 51+ years consisted of 
43 teachers. As for the licensure level, Pre-Level I consisted of 8 teachers, Level I 
at 10 teachers, Level II at 42 teachers, and Level III at 30 teachers. There was a 
small difference between the age and licensure participation percentages and only 
96.7% or 90 out of 93 teachers participated in the question for the licensure level 
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cluster. Teachers’ choice of ranking was based on a scale of very efficient, 
efficient, somewhat efficient and not at all efficient. Only the choices of efficient 
and somewhat efficient percentages are presented in Table 10.  
Age groups. The 22 to 35 age cluster consisted of 20 teachers (35.0% or 
7:20); the 36 to 50 age cluster had 28 teachers (39.3% or 11:28); and the last 
cluster, 51+, had 43 teachers (34.9% or 15:43). Data for all three age groups were 
similar in their percentages of 34.9% to 39.3% with a difference between the 
lowest to highest percentages being 4.4%. The age cluster percentages revealed 
that teachers do not feel their strengths as teachers are being utilized efficiently by 
the principal.  
Licensure level. The category for Pre-Level I had 8 teachers (37.5% or 
3:8), Level I had 10 teachers (60.0% or 6:10), Level II had 42 teachers (33.3% or 
14:42), and Level III had 30 teachers (36.7% or 11:30). The percentages indicated 
that teachers’ strengths, using the scale choices of efficient and somewhat 
efficient, were being utilized in this manner by the principal. Pre-Level I, Level II, 
and Level III correlated with similar percentages of 33.3%, 36.7%, and 37.5%.  
Only Level I represented a high percentage of 60.0%, which could be assumed as 
in Question 19, that Level I teachers bring many ideals to the table in comparison 
to their more experienced peers. Another view of this data is principals may not 
take the Pre-Level I teachers input as valuable since they are at the very novice 
level, whereas Level II and III teachers’ strengths are not capitalized upon in their 
view. Again, this question could be expanded for future inquiry using qualitative 
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means to explore why Level II and Level III teachers rated their strengths as only 
being utilized at minimal levels.  
Implications. The age and licensure cross-tabulation comparisons had 
similar percentages from 33.3% to 39.3% regarding the usage of strengths of 
teachers.  The highest percentages across the age and licensure groups was Level I 
teachers at 60.0%. This may be due to principals seeking out the Level I teachers’ 
strengths since they are new (novice) and bring a varied perspective to the table 
rather than the Level II and III more experienced teachers who may not bring 
anything to the table. The outcomes of this question revealed that principals are 
viewed as not utilizing the strengths of the more experienced teachers but instead 
that of the younger novice teachers. The question is important for principals to 
realize as it speaks again to relationships that can affect leadership dynamics and 
effectiveness.  
Table 10 
Question 20 
 
Question 20: Do you feel your strengths as a teacher are being utilized efficiently by the 
principal? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II Level III 
 
Efficient (7) 35.0% 
(11) 
39.3% 
(15) 
34.9% 
Efficient 
& 
Somewhat 
Efficient 
(3) 
37.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(14) 
33.3% 
(11) 
36.7% 
Total # of 
Participants 91 20 28 43 90 8 10 42 30 
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Leadership Qualities 
Question 13 
Table 11 reflects Question 13 (How valuable do you believe each of the 
following leadership practices [modeling, facilitating, managing, mediating, 
mentoring, monitoring] are to principal effectiveness?) as cross-tabulated to 
demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure levels). The total 
number of teacher participants for the question was 89 out of 93 or 95.6%, and 4 
out of 93 teachers or 4.3% skipped the question.  The age group cluster had 89 out 
of 93 or 95.6% participants overall. The age groups of 22 to 35 consisted of 20 
teachers, 36 to 50 consisted of 27 teachers, and the 51+ consisted of 42 teachers. 
As for the licensure level, Pre-Level I consisted of 8 teachers, Level I at 10 
teachers, Level II at 41 teachers, and Level III at 29 teachers. Overall, 94.6% or 
88 out of 93 teachers participated in the question for the licensure level cluster. 
Teachers’ choice of ranking was based on a scale of very valuable, valuable, 
somewhat valuable, and not at all valuable, for which only the highest 
percentages for very valuable and valuable are presented. Table 11 represents 
Question 13 showing in descending order the ranking of the leadership practices 
teachers felt were very valuable: modeling, facilitating, managing, mediating, 
mentoring, monitoring.  
Age groups. The age cluster of 22 to 35, consisted of 20 teachers who 
ranked managing as the highest and monitoring as the lowest leadership practice 
regarding principal effectiveness. The top 2 leadership practices for this age group 
is based on percentages, managing at 60.0% (12:20) and facilitating at 55.0% 
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(11:20). The age cluster of 36 to 50 had 28 teachers who ranked modeling, 
facilitating, and mediating similarly at 66.7% (18:28). The last age cluster, 51+, 
had 43 teachers identifying modeling and mediating identically at 73.8% (31:42). 
The age group of 22-35 only identified facilitating with the 26 to 50 age group; 
whereas, the 26-50 and 51+ age clusters identified modeling and mediating as 
leadership practices very valuable for principal effectiveness.  All other leadership 
practices are not mentioned since percentages fell below 54.8%.  Modeling and 
mediating leadership practices for the 36 to 50 and the 51+ age groupings are not 
surprising choices as these groups are supporting practices that are usually 
favored. 
Licensure level. Pre-Level I teachers consisted of 8 teachers who picked 
only 2 of the 6 practices presented as very valuable based on percentages of 
62.5% and higher. The factors picked were modeling and mediating (62.5% or 
5:8). The least important factor for this licensure level was mentoring (42.9% or 
3:8).  Modeling and mediating practices also compared to Level II and Level III 
teacher choices. The least important practice, mentoring, did not correspond with 
any of the other licensure levels.  
 Level I consisted of 10 teachers, who picked mentoring as the highest 
rated practice (90.0% or 8:10). Four leadership practices identified by these 
teachers were facilitating, managing, mentoring, and monitoring, with 
percentages at 70.0% or 7 out of 10 teachers. The least important leadership 
practices selected by this licensure level were modeling and mediating at 60.0% 
or 6 out of 10 teachers. None of highest ranked practices identified by Level I 
103 
teachers matched any of the other licensure levels. Only the least identified 
practices of modeling and mediating compared to the other licensure levels across 
the board.  
 Level II consisted of 41 teachers and is the largest licensure group 
represented. Of the 6 practices presented to this group, the top practices identified 
were modeling and mediating with identical percentages of 70.0% or 28 out of 41 
teachers. Facilitating at 61.0% or 25 out of 41 teachers was identified as the next 
highest practice of choice. The least identified practice for this group was 
monitoring at 50.0% or 20:41. Modeling and mediating also matched up with Pre-
Level I and Level III licensure groups. Facilitating and the least identified 
practice of monitoring also matched up with the Level II licensure group.  
 Level III had 29 teachers participating who identified modeling and 
mediating (79.3% or 23:29) as their highest identified leadership practices. The 
least valuable practice picked was monitoring at 44.8% or 13:29. Modeling and 
mediating also were comparable to Pre-Level I and Level II but not Level I. The 
practice of monitoring only compared to Level I teachers.  
Implications. Of the 6 leadership practices presented for Question 13, 
modeling was picked as the top practice for the 26 to 50 and 51+ age groups, 
which also corresponded with the Pre-Level I, Level II, and Level III licensure 
levels. Percentages for this practice ranged from 62.5% to 79.3%.  The practice of 
mediating was also identified by the same groups mentioned for modeling with 
percentages ranging from 62.5% to 79.3%. Facilitating was identified by the 22 
to 35 and 26 to 50 age groups along with the Level I licensure group. Managing 
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was identified by the 22 to 35 year age group and Level I licensed teachers. The 
top two leadership practices of modeling and mediating are leadership qualities 
that are aligned to relationship building according to this teacher feedback. 
Table 11 
Question 13 
 
Question 13: How valuable do you believe each of the following leadership practices are to 
principal effectiveness? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-Level 
I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II Level III 
1. Modeling Very Valuable 
(10) 
52.6% 
(18) 
66.7% 
(31) 
73.8% 
Very 
Valuable 
& 
Valuable 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(28) 
70.0% 
(23) 
79.3% 
2. Facilitating Very Valuable 
(11) 
55.0% 
(18) 
66.7% 
(23) 
54.8% 
Very 
Valuable 
& 
Valuable 
(4) 
50.0% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(25) 
61.0% 
(19) 
65.5% 
3. Managing Very Valuable 
(12) 
60.0% 
(17) 
63.0% 
(21) 
50.0% 
Very 
Valuable 
& 
Valuable 
(4) 
50.0% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(23) 
56.1% 
(19) 
65.5% 
4. Mediating Very Valuable 
(10) 
52.6% 
(18) 
66.7% 
(31) 
73.8% 
Very 
Valuable 
& 
Valuable 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(28) 
70.0% 
(23) 
79.3% 
5. Mentoring Very Valuable 
(8) 
44.4% 
(13) 
48.1% 
(20) 
47.6% 
Very 
Valuable 
& 
Valuable 
(3) 
42.9% 
(8) 
80.0% 
(21) 
52.5% 
(14) 
48.3% 
6. Monitoring 
Very 
Valuable 
& 
Valuable 
47.4% 
(9) 
(13) 
48.1% 
(20) 
48.8% 
Very 
Valuable 
& 
Valuable 
(4) 
57.1% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(20) 
50.0% 
(13) 
44.8% 
Total # of 
Partici-
pants 
89 20 27 42 88 8 10 41 29 
 
Question 14 
Table 12 represents Question 14 (Which traits do you believe are 
important for an effective principal?) as cross-tabulated to demographic 
questions, Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure level).  Ninety-three 
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teachers accessed the survey and 90 teachers answered the question at 96.8% or 
90 out of 93 teachers with 3 out of 93 or 3.2% skipping the question. The age 
group category percentage of participation was 97.8% or 91 out of 93 teachers. 
The age categories included  22 to 35 (20 teachers), 36 to 50 (28 teachers), and 
51+ (43 teachers). The licensure level category percentage of participation was 
96.7% or 90 teachers. Specific participation data included Pre-Level I (8 
teachers), Level I (10 teachers), Level II (42 teachers), Level III (30 teachers).  
The base question consisted of 19 traits, and teachers from the two demographic 
groups rated the traits on a scale from very important, important, somewhat 
important and not at all important. Table 12 presents the traits in descending 
order from 1 to 19 based on the percentage. The highest percentage assigned was 
the trait communication at 87.8%, and the lowest trait percentage was creativity at 
28.9%. Through the cross-tabulation, each demographic group with its category 
data is presented and described by age, licensure level, and implication/summary.   
Age groups. The 22 to 35 age category consisted of 20 teachers who 
picked 6 out of 19 traits with percentages at 80% or higher. The highest trait 
chosen was communication at 100% (19:20), the next 3 traits, reliability, work 
ethic, and competence had identical percentages of 85.0% (17:20). The last of 2 of 
the 6 traits chosen by this group were integrity and attitude with 80.0% (16:20). 
The trait calm had the lowest percentage in this category at 45.0% (9:20). 
According to the data, the top 6 traits presented on behalf of the 22 to 35 age 
group are believed to be very important for an effective principal. 
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 The 36-50 age category consisted of 28 teachers who picked only 2 out of 
19 traits with percentages of 80% or higher. The traits included communication at 
86.2% or 25 out of 28 teachers and honesty at 81.5% or 22 out of 28 with a rating 
of very important. The trait least identified for this group was the calm trait at 
42.9% or 12 out of 19 teachers. These two traits, communication and calm, also 
corresponded with the 22 to 35 age grouping as the highest and lowest ratings. 
 The 50+ category consisted of 43 teachers, who by far were the largest 
group represented. This group identified 7 out of 19 traits at 80.0% or higher and 
at the other end of the spectrum, 2 out of 19 traits at 47.6%. This most 
experienced bunch of teachers chose integrity (95.3% or 41:43) rather than 
communication in comparison to the other two groups. The next traits are 
trustworthiness at 90.5% (38:43), both honesty and work ethic at 86.0% (37:43), 
reliability at 88.4% (38:43), and both communication and competence at 81.4% 
(35:43). Two traits identified as the lowest were flexible and compassion/empathy.  
Only the traits communication and reliability were identified by the other two 
groups. Integrity and work ethic were also identified by the 22 to 35 age grouping 
and honesty was identified by the 36 to 50 age grouping. Overall, the 50+ group 
of teachers picked integrity and trustworthiness as the most important traits for an 
effective principal.   
Licensure level. The 8 Pre-Level I teachers consisted of Teach for 
America or Peace Core representatives identified 4 out of19 traits at 80.0% or 
higher. Traits identified included communication, work ethic, competence, and 
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attitude at 87.5% or 7: out of 8 teachers. Four traits with percentages of 50.0% or 
lower were approachable, openness, motivational, and compassion/empathy.  
 The 10 Level I teachers only identified 2 out of 19 traits at 80.0% or 
higher. The two traits were communication at 90.0% (9:10) and reliability at 
80.0% (8:10). Traits chosen as the lowest were availability, understanding, 
motivational, and calm all at 50.0%. Of all the traits mentioned for this group, the 
communication trait corresponds with the Pre-Level I licensure group but at a 
higher percentage, and the trait calm was also identified with the lowest 
percentage.  
 The 42 Level II teachers represent the largest group of the four licensure 
levels. Level II teachers picked 9 out of 19 traits at 80.0% or higher. This 
licensure level picked reliability at 92.7% or 38 out of 42 as the highest and 
compassion/empathy at 52.4% or 22 out of 42 as the lowest trait. The next highest 
traits picked for this group included trustworthiness at 90.5% (38:43), 
communication at 88.1% (37:43), both work ethic and competence at 85.7% 
(36:43), both honesty and approachable at 83.3% (35:43), both integrity and 
attitude at 81.1% (37:42). Communication although chosen as the highest trait of 
the 19, Level II rated the trait with the third highest percentage. Reliability 
corresponded with Level I teachers, and work ethic, competence, and attitude also 
were very important to Pre-Level I teachers but not Level I or Level III teachers. 
The trait compassion/empathy had the least percentage at 52.4% for this grouping.   
 The 30 Level III teachers identified only two traits at or above 80.0% or 
higher. The highest trait was honesty at 86.7% or 26 out of 30 teachers and 
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communication at 83.3% or 25 out of 30 teachers. The lowest trait identified was 
motivational at 46.7% or 14 out of 30 teachers.  The trait of honesty was also 
chosen by Level II but not Pre-Level I or Level I teachers. The trait 
communication corresponded with all other licensure levels, and the lowest trait 
motivation was also chosen by Pre-Level I and Level I teachers but not Level II 
teachers. The interesting point for this level is that although communication was 
chosen it was not the top choice identified. The Level III teachers believed in 
communication and honesty as traits important for effective principals and also 
speak to the relationship principle.  
Implications. Of the 19 traits presented for the base question, “Which 
traits do you believe are important for an effective principal?” the trait 
communication was picked by both demographic groups for age and licensure 
level with percentages ranging from 81.4% to 100%.  The 22 to 35 age category 
and the Level I licensure group assigned the highest percentage to this trait at 
100% and 90.0% respectively. The next correlation of traits between the 
demographic groups is the trait of reliability, which was identified by all except 
Level III teachers. The 51+ group and Level II teachers provided the highest 
percentages at 88.4% and 92.7% for which these percentage also speak to their 
years of experience and own leadership principles. Honesty was identified by the 
36 to 50 and 51+ age groups and Level II and Level III teachers as another very 
important trait. Work ethic, competence, and attitude were also identified by two 
categories in each demographic group for age and licensure. Overall, both 
demographic groups for age and licensure level identified 6 out of 19 traits as 
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prominent to principal effectiveness, especially communication and reliability.  
An important note here is although these two traits, especially communication, 
were not chosen as the highest trait of importance, the emphasis is communication 
was chosen across the board as the number one trait choice for an effective 
principal to practice. This also holds true for the reliability trait as all age groups 
and two of the licensure levels picked this trait as very important to principal 
effectiveness. Lastly, the most important implication is the relationship factor 
being pushed to the forefront as a result of the question. Also, this question was 
well received in comparison to other questions based upon the high percentages 
assigned by teachers to the traits presented.  
Table 12 
Question 14 
 
Question 14: Which traits do you believe are important for an effective principal? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
Communi-
cation 
Very 
Important 
(19) 
100% 
(25) 
86.2% 
(35) 
81.4% 
Very 
Important 
(7) 
87.5% 
(9) 
90.0% 
(37) 
88.1% 
(25) 
83.3% 
Integrity 
Very 
Important 
(16) 
80.0% 
(21) 
75.0% 
(41) 
95.3% 
Very 
Important 
(6) 
75.0% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(34) 
81.0% 
(22) 
75.9% 
Reliability 
Very 
Important 
(17)  
85.0% 
(21) 
77.8% 
(38)  
88.4% 
Very 
Important 
(6) 
75.0% 
(8) 
80.0% 
(38) 
92.7% (23)76.7% 
Honesty 
Very 
Important 
(15) 
75.05 
(22) 
81.5% 
(37) 
86.0% 
Very 
Important 
(5) 
62.5% 
(7) 
77.8% 
(35) 
83.3% (26)86.7% 
Trust-
worthiness 
Very 
Important 
(15) 
75.0% 
(21) 
75.0% 
(38) 
90.5% 
Very 
Important 
(5) 
62.5% 
(7) 
70.0% 
(38) 
90.5% 
(23) 
79.3% 
Work 
ethic 
Very 
Important 
(17) 
85.0% 
(20) 
71.4% 
(37) 
86.0% 
Very 
Important 
(7) 
87.5% 
(7) 
70.05 
(36) 
85.7% 
(23) 
76.7% 
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Table 12 (continued) 
Question 14: Which traits do you believe are important for an effective principal? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
Compet-
ence 
Very 
Important 
(17) 
85.0
% 
(21) 
75.0
% 
(34) 
81.0
% 
Very 
Import
ant 
(7) 
87.5
% 
(7) 
70.0
% 
(36) 
85.7
% 
(21) 
72.4
% 
Attitude 
Very 
Important 
(16) 
80.0
% 
(22) 
78.6
% 
(32) 
76.2
% 
Very 
Import
ant 
(7) 
87.5
% 
(6) 
60.0
% 
(34) 
81.0
% 
(22) 
75.9
% 
Approachable 
Very 
Import
ant 
(14) 
70.0% 
(20) 
71.4% 
(33) 
76.7% 
Very 
Import
ant 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(35) 
83.3% 
(22) 
73.3% 
Reasonable 
Very 
Import
ant 
(15) 
75.0% 
(17) 
60.7% 
(27) 
64.3% 
Very 
Import
ant 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(33) 
78.6% 
(14) 
48.3% 
Openness 
Very 
Import
ant 
(12) 
60.0% 
(16) 
55.2% 
(29) 
67.4% 
Very 
Import
ant 
(4) 
50.0% 
(6) 
54.5% 
(31) 
73.8% 
(15) 
50.0% 
Availability 
Very 
Import
ant 
(11) 
55.0% 
(18) 
64.3% 
(26)6
1.9% 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(5) 
62.5% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(29) 
69.0% 
(18) 
62.1% 
Realistic 
Very 
Import
ant 
(12) 
60.0% 
(18) 
64.3% 
(25) 
59.5% 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(30) 
71.4% 
(15) 
51.7% 
Under-
standing 
Very 
Import
ant 
(11) 
55.0% 
(16) 
59.3% 
(22) 
51.2% 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(6) 
75.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(26) 
61.9% 
(16) 
55.2% 
Motivational 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(12) 
60.0% 
(18) 
64.3% 
(22) 
51.2% 
Very 
Import
ant 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(24) 
57.1% 
(14) 
46.7% 
Flexible 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(12) 
60.0% 
(15) 
55.6% 
(20) 
47.6% 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(6) 
75.0% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(23) 
56.1% 
(14) 
48.3% 
Compassion/ 
empathy 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(10) 
50.0% 
(14) 
50.0% 
(20) 
47.6% 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(4) 
50.0% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(22) 
52.4% 
(16) 
55.2% 
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Table 12 (continued) 
Question 14: Which traits do you believe are important for an effective principal? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
Calm Import
ant 
(9) 
45.05 
(12) 
42.9% 
(23) 
54.8% 
Very 
Import
ant & 
Import
ant 
(4) 
50.0% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(24) 
57.1% 
(19) 
65.5% 
Creativity Import
ant 
(13) 
65.0% 
(13) 
48.1% 
(22) 
51.2% 
Import
ant 
(5) 
62.5% 
(6) 
60.0% 
(22) 
53.7% 
(15) 
50.0% 
Total Number 
of Partici-
pants 
91 20 28 43 90 8 10 42 30 
 
Question 17 
 Table 13 represents data for Question 17 (Which style of leadership do you 
believe has the greatest influence regarding principal effectiveness?) as cross-
tabulated to two demographic questions: Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 
(licensure level). Teachers who participated in the survey question were 93 but 
only 90 answered the question (96.7%). Teachers were asked to identify their 
style of leadership using the scale of first choice to sixth choice regarding 8 
leadership styles. Leadership styles presented included instructional focused, 
transformational, distributive, moral/ethical, participative, affiliate, achievement-
oriented, and authoritarian. The table shows leadership styles in descending order 
according to teacher ranking. The ranking of the question without the cross-
tabulation is as follows: distributive, transformational, instructional, affiliative, 
achievement-oriented, authoritarian, moral/ethical, and participative. Overall, 
there were 90 teachers who participated in the age group category and 89 teachers 
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who participated in the licensure level category.  The data is reported by age, 
licensure, and implication/summary.  
Age groups. The 22 to 35 age grouping consisted of 20 teachers who 
identified and rated transformational leadership at 40.0% or 6 out of 20 teachers 
as their first choice of all 8 styles presented. The next highest percentage and style 
of choice for this group was participative leadership at 29.4% or 5 out of 20 
teachers. All other leadership styles are presented as first choices but were ranked 
with percentages lower than 23.1% and are, therefore, not referenced but are 
presented in Table 13.   
 The age group of 26-50 consisted of 28 teachers who picked distributive 
and instructional leadership styles as their first choice with identical percentages 
of 29.6% or 8 out of 28 teachers. Two leadership styles, affiliative and 
authoritarian, did not have percentages assigned by this group. This group sent a 
clear message regarding what styles influenced and/or appealed to them and their 
view of principal effectiveness. 
 The last group, 51+, contained 42 teachers within their category and 
represented the largest teacher demographic group for age amongst the three 
groups collectively. This group’s choice based on the highest percentages given 
were achievement-oriented (21.4% or 6:42), distributive, and instructional 
leadership styles (17.2% or 5:42). This group agreed that distributive and 
instructional styles have the greatest influence regarding principal effectiveness.  
This group being the most experienced also identified with a leadership style that 
involves their leadership as teachers.  
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Licensure level. Pre-Level I teachers’ choices were transformational 
leadership at 42.9% or 3 out of 8 teachers and participative leadership at 37.5% or 
3 out of 8 teachers. Level I teachers picked instructional at 40.0% or 2 out of 10 
teachers and achievement-oriented leadership at 37.5% or 3 out of 10 teachers. 
Level II teachers chose 3 of the 8 leaderships presented, with distributive being 
the highest percentage at 37.7 or 11out of 42 teachers and participative leadership 
at 22.9% or 8 out of 42 teachers. Level III teachers picked distributive leadership 
at 37.8% or 7 out of 29 teachers as well as instructional and participative 
leadership whose percentages were identical at 24.0% or 6 out of 29 teachers.  
 Pre-Level I teachers’ choice of participative leadership also was a high 
percentage choice for Level II and Level III teachers. Level I teachers’ choice of 
instructional leadership matched with Level III teachers. Level II teachers’ 
choices of distributive leadership matched with Level III teachers and 
participative leadership correlated with Pre-Level I, Level II, and Level III but not 
Level I. Overall, participative, distributive, and instructional leadership were the 
most identified styles chosen that aligned across the licensure level.  
Implications. The age categories of 36 to 50 and 51+ years and Level II 
and Level III licensure levels chose distributive leadership. The next comparison 
across the demographic categories was instructional leadership for the 36 to 50 
and 51+ age groups and Licensure Level I and Level III. The last comparison 
identified is participative leadership for the 22 to 35 age group and Pre-Level I, 
Level II, and Level III. What is interesting to point out here is all percentages 
were below 50.0%; whereas, the highest percentage given by any of the groups 
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was 42.9% by the Pre-Level group who choose the transformation leadership 
style.  The percentage assignment at its low levels indicates that this question was 
not well received by both demographic groups since all percentages again were 
below 50.0%.  
Table 13 
Question 17 
 
Question 17: Which style of leadership do you believe has the greatest influence 
regarding principal effectiveness? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
Distrib-
utive 
1st 
Choice 
(3) 
23.1% 
(8) 
29.6% 
(5) 
17.2% 
1st 
Choice 
(1) 
25.0% 
(1) 
25.0% 
(11) 
36.7% 
(7) 
31.8% 
Transfor-
mational 
1st 
Choice 
(6) 
40.0% 
(2) 
8.0% 
(4) 
12.95 
1st 
Choice 
(3) 
42.9% 
(0) 
0.0% (4)11.8% 
(5) 
19.2% 
Instruct-
ional 
1st 
Choice 
(3) 
23.1% 
(8) 
29.6% 
(5) 
17.2% 
1st 
Choice 
(1) 
25.0% 
(2) 
40.0% 
(7) 
20.6% 
(6) 
24.0% 
Affiliative 
1st 
Choice 
(0) 
0.0% 
(0) 
0.0% 
(0) 
0.0% 
1st 
Choice 
(0) 
0.0% 
(0) 
0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% 
Achieve-
ment 
oriented 
1st 
Choice 
(2) 
12.5% 
(2) 
10.5% 
(6) 
21.4% 
1st 
Choice 
(0) 
0.0% 
(3) 
37.5% 
(5) 
16.7% 
(2) 
11.1% 
Authori-
tarian 
1st 
Choice 
(0) 
0.0% 
(0) 
0.0% 
(9) 
9.5% 
1st 
Choice 
(0) 
0.0% 
(0) 
0.0% (0) 0.0% (1) 7.7% 
Moral/ 
Ethical 
1st 
Choice 
(4) 
25.0% 
(2) 
10.0% 
(5) 
18.5% 
1st 
Choice 
(0) 
0.0% 
(2) 
33.3% 
(7) 
22.6% 
(2) 
10.0% 
Partici-
pative 
1st 
Choice 
(5) 
29.4% 
(6) 
25.0% 
(6) 
18.2% 
1st 
Choice 
(3) 
37.5% 
(0) 
0.0% 
(8) 
22.9% (6)24.0% 
Total # 
Partici-
pants 
90 20 28 42 89 8 10 42 29 
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Question 18 
 Table 14 reflects Question 18 (Question 17: If you ranked various styles of 
leadership, do you agree or disagree that implementation of more than one 
leadership style leads to principal effectiveness?) as cross-tabulated to 
demographic Question 1 (age groups) and Question 5 (licensure levels). Ninety-
three teachers accessed the question, but 90 teachers answered the question at 
96.7%, and 3 out of 93 teachers or 3.3% skipped the question. The age groupings 
of 22 to 35 consisted of 20 teachers, 36 to 50 consisted of 27 teachers, and the 
51+ consisted of 43 teachers. As for the licensure level, Pre-Level I consisted of 7 
teachers, Level I at 10 teachers, Level II at 42 teachers, and Level III at 30 
teachers. Teachers’ choice of ranking was based on a scale of strongly agree, 
agree, strongly disagree, and disagree, and only the highest ranking choice of 
agree are presented for Table 14.  
Age groups. Of the 20 teachers who participated as part of the 22 to 35 
age grouping, 60.0% or 12 out of the 20 teachers agreed that implementation of 
more than one leadership style leads to principal effectiveness. The 27 teachers 
who identified themselves with the 36 to 50 age grouping, 51.9% or 14 out of 27 
teachers agreed that more than one leadership style leads to principal 
effectiveness. The age group of 51+ at 48.8% or 21 out of 43 teachers agreed also 
that implementation of more than one leadership style leads to principal 
effectiveness. The highest ranking group for this question was the 22 to 35 years 
group and the lowest percentage ranking was the 51+ age group. Percentage-wise, 
there were no distinct patterns since the range was 48.8% to 60.0% with a 
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difference of 11.2%. These percentages led me to believe that the younger group 
is more familiar with the various leadership styles as they are fresh out of college 
or may still be going to graduate school. On the other hand, the 51+ teachers do 
not concern themselves with leadership style but rather simple principal 
effectiveness.  
Licensure level. The licensure level participation was 95.7% or 89 out of 
93 teachers with 4.3% or 4 teachers skipping the question entirely. Pre-Level I 
had 7 teachers, Level I had 10 teachers, Level II had 42 teachers, and Level III 
had 30 teachers respectively participating and representing their licensure 
categories. Pre-Level I had the highest percentage of the 4 licensure categories 
with 71.4% or 5 out of 7 teachers agreeing with the question.  Level I had the 
lowest percentage with 50.0% or 5 out of 10 participating teachers agreeing with 
the question, and Level II and III had identical percentage ratings of 53.3% or 16 
out of 42 and 16 out of 30 teachers who agreed with the question. Again, I believe 
that the Pre-Level I teachers are new to the realm of teaching and are 
knowledgeable of various leadership styles based on their recent schooling; 
whereas, the other three licensure levels, Level I, Level II, and Level III, have 
been in the classroom for some time and may not be as familiar with the various 
leadership styles.   
Implications. The question asks the teachers about whether they agreed or 
disagreed about the implementation of more than one leadership style leading to 
principal effectiveness. Both demographic groups did agree per the percentages in 
agreement ranging from 48.8% to 71.4% across the tabulation. The age category 
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of 36-50 years correlated with Level I, Level II, and Level III licensure levels as 
these percentages fell in the 50.0% to 53.3%. The youngest age category, 22 to 35 
years, somewhat corresponded with the Pre-Level I licensure level as these 
percentages were 60.0% and 71.4% with 11.4% differences. The only connection 
here is this group usually does possess a Pre-Level I or Level I licensure. The 
lowest percentage across the board is the 51+ age group who only agreed at 
48.8% that various styles of leadership implementation lead to principal 
effectiveness. This response from this group is not surprising as they are the most 
experienced teachers and thus style is not a true concern to their real life situations 
as is communicated in Question 8, whereby student discipline was their main 
concern.  Overall, this question captures both ends of the spectrum as far as age 
and licensure levels regarding principal effectiveness and leadership style, 
wherein it really is not significantly important as evidence of the percentage 
participation for 6 out of 8 categories represented for the question and 
demographic cross-tabulation. 
Table 14 
Question 18 
 
Question 18: Which style of leadership do you believe has the greatest influence 
regarding principal effectiveness? 
Factor Rank 
22-35 
years 
36-50 
Years 
51+ 
Years Rank 
Pre-
Level I 
Level 
I 
Level 
II 
Level 
III 
Question 
17: 
Various 
styles of 
leadership 
Agree (12) 60.0% 
(14) 
51.9% 
(21) 
48.8% Agree 
(5) 
71.4% 
(5) 
50.0% 
(16) 
53.3% 
(16) 
53.3% 
Total # of 
Partic-
ipants 
90 20 27 43 
Total # of 
Partic-
ipants 
7 10 42 30 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This final chapter presents a summary of the research, findings related to 
the literature review, surprises or unexpected findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations for further study in the field of educational leadership, 
specifically principal effectiveness.    
As an elementary principal, leadership quality and continuous 
improvement of successful practices have always been an interest to this 
researcher.  Thereby, the purpose for this study was to investigate the people 
factor as it related to teachers’ attitudes and perspectives regarding principal 
effectiveness.  Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, consisted of studies ranging 
from various leadership models, styles, teacher articles regarding their 
perspectives and attitudes regarding educational leadership, teacher quality, and 
effective school practices.  Chapter 3, Methodology, described the study 
employing a survey instrument to obtain data to address the research questions. 
The survey was designed through Survey Monkey consisting of 20 questions 
utilizing a Likert scale response format.  The letter of invitation to participate was 
sent to teachers via district email, who taught in a public school setting at the 
elementary, middle, and high school levels with a window for response from 
October to December, 2011.  Overall, there were 93 teacher participants who 
answered the invitation.  In Chapter 4, Results, survey data was first presented as 
raw data according to teacher response for each question.  Secondly, the survey 
data was presented using a cross-tabulation of demographic information (age 
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group and licensure level) to the remaining 14 questions that were not of a 
demographic nature.  
Results of the data are presented to answer the following research 
questions:  
1. What do teachers perceive as principal effectiveness?  
2. How do teachers see themselves and their role in shaping an effective 
principal? 
3. What leadership qualities influence and are appealing to teachers to 
support principal effectiveness? 
Summary of the Findings 
Research Question 1 
Research Question 1 asked, “What do teachers perceive as principal 
effectiveness?” Four survey questions (8, 10, 12, & 16) were linked to this 
research question.  For the raw data, teachers identified and ranked the highest 
statements/practices presented for each survey question.  Data extracted from the 
survey indicated that only those statements/practices pertaining to the teacher-
principal relationship over statements pertaining to student learning and 
achievement were evident.  Effective principal practices identified that impacted 
teachers included morale and employee satisfaction, interviewing, hiring and 
selection of staff, teacher orientation  and mentoring, principal conduct and 
behavior toward staff, providing a positive school culture that is evident and 
encouraged, cooperative effort (teamwork) among staff members, support being 
recognized and provided to teach all students, academic excellence being 
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encouraged, and promoting good work habits.  The least effective principal 
statement/practices that teachers identified overall were homework, school 
improvement plans, vertical and horizontal alignment of curriculum, pedagogy, 
policy and procedures, creation of beliefs, values regarding mission statements, 
district initiatives, and promoting multicultural awareness and understanding.   
The cross-tabulation data of the age groups and licensure levels in 
comparison to the raw data for the four survey questions (8, 10, 12, & 16) were 
very similar, revealing an interesting view of teachers’ perspectives regarding 
effective school practices and principal effectiveness. The only difference 
between the raw and cross-tabulation data was that student discipline was also 
identified to add to the aforementioned statements/practices as important to 
teachers.  
The outcomes were related to the literature of Knoeppel and Rinehart 
(2008) and St. Germaine (2000) who referred to Fullan who stated “what 
standards was to the 1990’s, ‘leadership’ is to the 2000s.”  These authors also 
mentioned and were quite clear about successful schools being led by dynamic, 
knowledgeable, and focused leaders.  However, the most important point made in 
the literature here is principal behaviors and qualities are the core to their 
effectiveness.  The statement/practice recognizing multicultural awareness and 
understanding was a least identified statement for teachers in a district that is 
predominately Native American. This data finding was noteworthy because 
Begaye (2007) related that culture and language were important factors of success 
for schools who served predominantly Native American students. Another author, 
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Iwanicki (2001), spoke to the evaluation of teachers but again evaluation practices 
were not a practice and/or concept teachers were concerned about.   
Fullan (2007) put it best by describing the following: “Educational change 
depends on what teachers do and think—it’s as simple and complex as that” (p. 
129).  Therefore, based on the outcome and responses of teachers for the 4 survey 
questions, the research question was answered.  
Research Question 2 
Research Question 2 asked, “How do teachers see themselves and their 
role in shaping effective principals?” Six survey questions (7, 9, 11, 15, 19, & 
20) were linked to this research question.  In the raw data, teachers identified and 
ranked the highest statements/practices presented for each survey question that 
appealed to their personal perspective and/or attitude.  Overall, when teachers 
were asked about their role and influence regarding their principal’s effectiveness, 
they generally believed their opinions ranged from very important to important. 
They also agreed that their opinion of influence regarding their principal affected 
the school climate; teachers, especially the 22 to 35 year olds and Licensure Level 
III (especially this group) agreed they played a role in shaping a principal through 
and by their leadership qualities.  Teachers also felt that their principals only 
moderately appreciated their values in the decision- making process and, lastly, 
that their teacher strengths were being utilized efficiently by their principals in the 
overall dynamics of school improvement.  Again, the raw data and the cross-
tabulation were similar in nature and did not indicate significant differences 
regarding their overall perspectives.  The data certainly provides a clearer picture 
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for principals to draw from regarding teacher perspectives and influential 
characteristics eminent in one’s work.    
Ross and Grey (2006) referenced the effects of transformational leadership 
in that teacher capacity increased if leadership recognized teacher 
accomplishment, competence, and professional values. Spillane (2009) also 
supports this section as he explored the “interactions of leaders, followers, and 
aspects of the context” of school leadership (p. 70).  In short, his review revealed 
how leadership utilized the leadership of others in the school community to foster 
school improvement and success.  He stressed the importance of principals’ 
integrating the skills and expertise of teacher leaders on school improvement 
initiatives by using “diversity, experience, career stage [licensure], gender, race, 
& expertise” (p. 72) since these dynamics in the end determine success for both 
the teacher and principal alike.  Lastly, based upon the responses of the teachers 
to the six survey questions and the literature review supporting this section, the 
connections made were a revelation to me because I am able to clearly associate 
and understand more the teachers’ attitudes and perspective regarding their 
personal perspectives and influence in shaping effective principals.  As such, the 
research question was answered and supported through the study. 
Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 asked, “What leadership qualities are most 
prominent regarding principal effectiveness?” Survey questions (13, 14, 17, & 
18) were aligned to the research question.   Accordingly, the survey questions 
petitioned teachers about their attitudes and perspectives regarding leadership 
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practices, traits, styles, and whether more than one practice, trait, or style 
implementation was a necessary application to principal effectiveness.  Survey 
data were initially reviewed in raw format, meaning exactly the way teachers 
answered each question.  The survey questions were also cross-tabulated using 
demographic aspects of age and licensure levels to determine if there were any 
additional data findings based upon the demographic distinctions.    
The raw data for leadership practices found that teachers ranked modeling, 
facilitating, managing, mediating, mentoring, and monitoring in said order as very 
valuable on a scale of very valuable to not at all valuable.  However, in the cross-
tabulation view, teachers for both demographic categories (age and licensure) 
identified modeling and mediating as their top two choices.  Whitaker (2003) 
spoke about the principal being the “filter” for the school and that “consciously or 
unconsciously, we [principals] decide the tone of our school” (p. 33).  Covey 
(1989) also identified influence as being the real key for others and that by our 
own example of our behavior and conduct we affect the performance of others.  
Additionally, he stated, “Your example flows naturally out of your character, or 
the kind of person you truly are—not what others say you are or what you may 
want me to think you are as it is evident in how I actually experience you” 
(p. 238).  Thereby, the leadership practices of modeling, facilitating, and 
mediating can be aligned to the literature as far as teachers’ perspective and 
attitudes regarding their principal’s leadership practices. 
Teachers’ outlook regarding 19 traits for an effective principal on a scale 
of very important to not at all important are presented in the order ranked 
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according to the raw data.  The raw data ranking of the 19 traits are as follows:  
communication, integrity, reliability, honesty, trustworthiness, work ethic, 
competence, attitude, approachable, reasonable, openness, availability, realistic, 
understanding, motivational, flexible, compassion/empathy, calm, and creativity.   
The cross-tabulation data indicated that both groups (age & licensure level) highly 
associated with the traits of communication and reliability. Honesty, work ethic, 
competence, and attitude were the next very important traits identified by both 
demographic groups in their choices. The remaining 2 traits, integrity and 
trustworthiness, were only identified by one group from each demographic 
category as very important. This umbrella of information pulled from the data 
also indicated that in raw data the top 8 choices of traits and the two demographic 
groups were found to be identical for the most part in their significance regarding 
principal effectiveness. The prominent traits of communication and 
trustworthiness were also identified by Senge (2000) who referenced 
“engagement, systems thinking, leading learning, and self-awareness” 
(pp. 414-417) as traits of leadership.  He also suggested that administrators who 
practice these traits profit and are able to actively lead in this forum.  Jago (1982) 
also believed leadership is a “dynamic process” and his leadership matrix 
containing four types of leaders encompass mostly leader traits and leader 
behaviors.  Jago further explained that this typology provides a view of actual 
behaviors and/or traits that are representative of leadership behaviors versus 
theory since leadership falls in the behavioral science realm. The data and the 
literature show that the traits of a principal are very important to their 
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effectiveness and the reciprocal relationship between teacher and principal but 
most importantly how the relationship affects the overall school setting.   
The next section had teachers rank eight styles of leadership that had the 
greatest influence regarding principal effectiveness.  Teachers ranked the styles in 
the following order: distributive, transformational, instructional, affiliate, 
achievement-oriented, authoritarian, moral/ethical, participative.  For cross-
tabulation data (age & licensure), distributive, instructional, and participative 
leadership styles were identified by two of the groups (26-50 & 51+) and three of 
the four licensure levels (Pre-Level I, II, III).  The overall message determined 
from the raw and cross-tabulation is teachers are influenced by principals who 
involve their school community in the overall operation and decision-making of 
the school.  In this process of shared leadership through and by the referenced 
leadership styles, continuous improvement is and can be achieved which is 
supported in the literature review (Carter, 2000; Fullan, 2007; Goldman, 1998; 
Jossey-Bass, 2007; Whitaker, 2003). 
In summary, teachers did answer the research question regarding 
leadership practices, traits, styles, and whether more than one practice, trait, or 
style implementation was a necessary application to principal effectiveness.   
Limitations 
1. The study was administered in only one school district and only those 
schools considered in-town versus schools considered county were 
provided an invitation to participate.  Therefore, the school district’s total 
teacher population was not surveyed.   
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2. Another limitation to the study was that of the 465 teachers from the 16 
schools, only 93 teachers responded to the study providing for a 20% 
participation rate.   
3. The majority of teachers who participated were from the elementary 
setting and their ages ranged from 36 to 51+ years with a Level II or III 
licensure level.  This grouping of teachers was of the more experienced 
teachers and not the novice teacher population. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
1. Because the study was based only on one school district and a small 
sample of the total district, the study may be extended to additional 
school districts and a larger sample of the all the schools within the 
district to determine if teachers’ perspectives and attitudes are similar or 
differ in comparison to this study. 
2. Another view to this study is to use the same research questions and 
survey but pose to principals to determine their viewpoints regarding 
principal effectiveness. 
3. I would also like to recommend that further study regarding a district 
office’s attitude and perspective toward principal effectiveness be 
probed using the same questions and survey and cross-tabulate the data 
with the teachers’ data to see if there are any similarities and/or 
differences in viewpoint. 
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4. Another recommendation would be to only survey current and past 
Teach for America and/or Peace Core teachers to determine their 
viewpoints regarding principal effectiveness in a public school setting. 
5. Utilize the same research questions and survey with the Bureau of Indian 
Education and/or Tribally Controlled Contract Schools to determine the 
attitudes and perspectives of teachers in these types of settings. 
Conclusion 
As a principal, leadership practices have been intriguing to me to 
continually improve my role as a principal and especially continually improve my 
current and/or future school community.  Through and by this study, the three 
research questions were designed to probe teachers’ perspectives and attitudes 
regarding overall principal effectiveness.  To obtain the data, Survey Monkey was 
used in designing the survey tool which also was a learning experience in itself.  
The literature review rendered leadership study has been considered a “soft 
science” in comparison to the “harder” sciences of “physics, chemistry, and 
biology” according to Jago (1982) because leadership is based on behavior and 
complex relationships that could sway in any direction dependent upon the 
teacher’s perspective, attitude, age, and licensure level. Additionally, the overall 
literature review provided a viewpoint that educational leadership is broad based 
as a result of NCLB’s accountability requirements.  And, in order to maintain 
such accountability requirements, a principal is more apt to succeed by balancing 
the ability to utilize teacher leadership in promoting school success leading to 
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principal effectiveness (Carter, 2000; Covey, 1989; Fullan, 2006; Hulley & Dier, 
2009; Murphy, 2005; Senge, 2000; Whittaker, 2003).   
An important clarification or conclusion to note regarding the presentation 
of data is that the raw data for each survey question displays percentages at 70% 
to 80%, which represents all teachers regardless of age groups or licensure levels. 
In the cross-tabulation data for age and licensure level, the percentages for each 
survey question were lower at 30% to 50%. This is due to the age category having 
been divided into three subcategories representing three distinct age groupings 
and the licensure category having four subcategories representing four distinct 
licensure levels.  These specific distinctions provided a means for the researcher 
to identify and determine exactly the number and corresponding percentages of 
teachers for each age and licensure groupings that differed from the raw data. 
Based on the research questions, the most important conclusion of this 
study is the behaviors and relationship between the principal and their teachers is 
prominent to the success of a school.  Therefore, building relationships is the key 
to an effective principal’s success.  
In closing, this study sought to obtain the attitude and perspectives of 
teachers regarding principal effectiveness using a survey instrument.  The study 
yielded valuable information regarding leadership behaviors, styles, and practices 
that teachers believed were relevant to principal effectiveness.  The most 
noteworthy aspect gleaned from this study was the people factor wherein 
relationships are a key factor to a leader’s success in any realm that one leads.  To 
end this journey, the following two individuals are quoted:  James Allen an author 
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of the 19th century once said, “You are today where your thoughts have brought 
you.  You will be tomorrow where your thoughts take you.” The last and most 
important quote is that of my father, Herman R. Morris, “Be a valuable individual 
as you are the leader our ancestors have prayed for.” 
130 
REFERENCES 
Begaye, T. (2007). Natve teacher understanding of culture as a concept for 
curriculuar inclusion. Wicazo SA Review, 22(1), 35-52. 
Berliner, D. C., & Biddle, B. J. (1995). The manufactured crisis: Myths, fraud, 
and the attack on America's public schools. Cambridge, MA: Perseus 
Books. 
Carter, S. C. (2000). No excuses: Lessons from 21 high-performing, high poverty 
schools. Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation. 
Covey, S. R. (1989). The 7 habits of highly effective people. New York, NY: 
Simon & Schuster. 
Fink, A. (1995). How to analyze survey data. Thousand Oakes, CA: SAGE 
Publications. 
Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change. New York, NY: 
Teachers College Press. 
Garrison-Wade, D. S., Sobel, D., & Fulmer, C. L.  (2007). Inclusive leadership: 
Preparing principals for the role that awaits them. Educational Leadership 
and Administration, 19, 117-132. 
Gaziel, H. (2003, September). Images of leadership and their effect upon school 
principals' performance. International Review of Education, 49(5), 475-
486. Retrieved October 15, 2010, from http://www.jstor.org/ 
stable/3445311 
Goldman, E. (1998, April). The significance of leadership style. Educational 
Leadership, 21-22. 
Goldstein, J. (2004). Making sense of distributed leadership: The case of peer 
assistance and review. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 26(2), 
173-197. 
Hines, M. T. (2007). The effect of leadership style on preservice concerns about 
becoming a principal. Educational Leadership and Administration, 19, 
103-116. 
Hulley, W., & Dier, L. (2009). Getting by or gettying better: Applying effective 
schools research to today's issues. Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree Press. 
131 
Iwanicki, E. F. (2001). Focusing teacher evaluations on student learning. 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum, 58(5), 57-59. 
Jago, A. G. (1982). Leadership: Perspectives in theory and research. Management 
Science, 28(3), 315-336. 
Jossey-Bass. (2007). The Jossey-Bass reader on educational leadership. San 
Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
Knoeppel, R. C., & Rinehart, J. S. (2008). Student achievement and principal 
quality: Explaining the relationship. Journal of School Leadership, 18(5), 
501-527. 
Levin, H. M. (2006, November). Can research improve educational leadership? 
Educational Resercher, 35(8), 38-43. 
Litwin, M. S. (1995). How to measure survey reliability and validity. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 
Maxwell, J. C. (1998). The 21 irrefutable laws of leadership. Nasville, TN: 
Thomas Nelson, Inc. 
Maxwell, J. C. (2008). Leadership gold. Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson. 
Murphy, J. (2005). Connecting teacher leadership and school improvement. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
Orr, K. (2010). Principal effectiveness: A literature review & annotated 
bibliography. Tempe, AZ: Arizona State University. 
Quinn, R. E., Faerman, S. R., Thompson, M. P., & McGrath, M. R. (2003). 
Becoming a mater manager: A competency framework. New York, NY: 
John Wiley & Sons. 
Ross, J. A.¸ & Grey, P. (2006). School leadership and student achievement: The 
mediating effects of teacher beliefs. Canadian Journal of Education, 
29(3), 798-822. 
Schneider, M. (2002, March-April). A stakeholder model of organizational 
leadership. Organization Science, 13(2), 209-220. 
Senge, P. (2000). Schools that learn: A fifth discipline fieldbook for educators, 
parents, and everyone who cares about education. New York, NY: 
Doubleday. 
132 
Spillane, J. P. (2009, November). Managing to lead: Reframing school leadership 
and management. The Phi Delta Kappan, 91(3), 70-73. 
St. Germaine, R. D. (2000). A chance to go full circle: Building on reforms to 
create effective learning. National American Indian and Alaska Native 
Educational Research Conference (p. 19). Albuquerque, NM: U.S. 
Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement. 
United States Department of Education. (n.d.). Teacher questionnaire, schools 
and staffing survey: 2007-2008. Retrieved from 
http://neces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/pdf/0708/sass3a.pdf 
Webb, L. D. (2006). The history of American education: A great American 
experience. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc. 
Whitaker, T. (2003). What great principals do differently: Fifteen things that 
matter most. Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education, Inc. 
  
133 
APPENDIX A 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
  
134 
 
 
 
 
135 
 
 
136 
 
 
137 
 
 
 
138 
 
139 
 
140 
 
  
141 
APPENDIX B 
COVER LETTER 
  
142 
Cover Letter 
Research Study 
 
Attitudes and Perspectives of Teachers Regarding Principal Effectiveness 
Dear Teacher, 
My name is Edie R. Morris, a doctoral candidate under the direction of Professor 
Nicholas Appleton, in the Educational Leadership and Innovation Division of the 
College of Education at Arizona State University.   I am conducting a research 
study to learn more about the attitudes and perspectives of teachers regarding 
principal effectiveness. 
   
I am inviting your participation in this research study via an on-line survey 
design.  Participation in this study is voluntary, anonymous, and all responses are 
confidential.  You may skip questions if you wish and if you choose to withdraw 
and not participate in this study at any time, there will be no penalty.  There are 
no foreseeable risks to your participation.  All data will be kept confidential and 
stored at Arizona State University.  The results of this study may be used in 
reports, presentations, or publications.  Completion of this survey is considered as 
your consent to participate.  
 
If you have any questions regarding this research study, please contact the 
research team, Dr. Nicholas Appleton at  480-727-6433 and College of Education, 
Arizona State University at ED 244E, Farmer Building MC 541, Tempe, AZ 
85287 or nappleton@asu.edu.  You may also contact Ms. Edie R. Morris at 
505.879.7619, and P.O. Box 26, Tohatchi, NM 87325 or ermorri1@asu.edu.  If 
you have any questions about your rights as a subject/participant in this research, 
or if you feel you have been placed at risk, you can contact the Chair of the 
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board, through the ASU Office of Research 
Integrity and Assurance, at (480) 965-6788.   
 
Respectfully, 
Edie R. Morris, Doctoral Candidate 
Arizona State University 
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You are invited to participate in a research study entitled:   
  
Attitude and Perspectives of Teachers Regarding Principal Effectiveness 
  
I, Edie R. Morris, am a doctoral candidate under the direction of Dr. Nicholas 
Appleton, in the Educational Leadership and Innovation Division of the College of 
Education at Arizona State University.   I am conducting a research study to learn more 
about the attitude and perspectives of teachers regarding principal effectiveness.   
  
I am recruiting teachers to provide their unique point of view via an on-line 
survey designed through Survey Monkey.  The survey will take approximately 15 to 30 
minutes to complete. Your participation in this study is voluntary, anonymous, and all 
responses are confidential. 
  
Please take a few minutes to complete this survey by clicking on the following 
link:    https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/VW3PV9B.   Thank you for your contribution 
to this research study. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
Edie R. Morris, Doctoral Candidate 
Arizona State University 
505.879.7619  
ermorri1@asu.edu.   
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